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Appendix P5 Local Agency Comments and Responses 
P5  

COMMENT L-01. STANISLAUS COUNTY ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 
COMMITTEE (SCERC), W. RICHARD JANTZ AND RAUL 
MENDEZ 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT L-01 

L-01-1 
The proposed project will adhere to any applicable grading permit requirements. The Department 
of Environmental Resources would be notified of any existing or former underground storage 
tank locations, buried chemicals or refuse, contaminated soil, or any other hazardous material 
encountered. 
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COMMENT L-02. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY, MARY N. PIEPHO 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT L-02 

L-02-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT L-03. SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY FARM BUREAU, JACKIE CRABB 
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RESPONSE TO COMMENT L-03 

L-03-1 
Water discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative would be classified as a point source and 
subject to CWA NPDES permit requirements and Ocean Plan requirements and water quality 
objectives. See Master Responses SW-12 and SW-13 regarding effects of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative on special-status species and water quality, respectively.  
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COMMENT L-04. CITY OF MORRO BAY, BRUCE AMBO 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-04 

L-04-1 
See Master Response SW-13 in regard to potential impacts to ocean water quality and 
compliance with California Ocean Plan requirements. Section 5 has been amended in the Final 
EIS to compare effluent characteristics to the Basin Plan (for the Delta Disposal Alternatives) 
and the Ocean Plan (for the Ocean Disposal Alternative). The impacts of all effluent constituents 
on marine resources are considered in Sections 7 and 8. See Master Response ALT-P3 for 
discussion of pipeline capacity and design. 
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L-04-2 
For more information about chemical constituents in water discharged under the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative, see Master Response SW-13. 

L-04-3 
See Master Response GEN-4. 
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COMMENT L-05. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY WATER DISTRICT, RICHARD A. 
DENTON 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-05 

L-05-1 
The comment is noted. The commenter is welcome to review modeling study files prepared for 
the EIS.  
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L-05-2 
The commenter correctly reiterates the modeled changes in water quality at Mallard Slough and 
Rock Slough from the Delta-Chipps Island Disposal Alternative.  However, Reclamation 
disagrees that the increases in TDS (which are predicted to be less than 1 percent of current 
levels) would have a significant impact on operations of Los Vaqueros Reservoir.  Similarly, 
predicted increases in TOC and bromide would be negligible compared to current conditions and 
are not significant. 

L-05-3 
If either of the Delta Disposal Alternatives were advanced for further consideration, water 
quality impacts at the CCWD’s Old River intake would be evaluated using modeling procedures 
similar to those used to evaluate water quality at other CCWD intake locations in the Delta in the 
current Draft EIS analysis. Note that the Old River intake is located between the Rock Slough 
and Clifton Court Forebay intake points, which were explicitly modeled and for which results are 
presented in the EIS. These two intake points would likely constitute upper and lower limits on 
the water quality that might be expected at the Old River intake, thus water quality 
characteristics at the Old River intake would likely be within the range for which the two stations 
provide boundaries. 

L-05-4 
Reclamation agrees that pipeline leakage is very important if it results in great harm, such as 
impacts to drinking water supplies. Reclamation does not agree that secondary containment for 
the pipeline is necessarily needed. This issue would have to be re-evaluated during future design 
phases if one of the Delta Disposal Alternatives were advanced for further consideration. See 
Master Response SW-15 for a discussion of leakproofing the pipeline. 

L-05-5 
The estimated costs presented in Tables 2.9-3 and 2.10-3 reflect Reclamation’s appraisal level 
costs. These costs are approximate and are intended to help determine whether more detailed 
investigations of the proposed project are economically justified and to serve as an aid in 
comparing and selecting among alternate project features. Portions of the pipeline will be more 
expensive to construct due to localized conditions. The average unit costs appear to be 
representative of average construction costs throughout the project. The appraisal estimates are 
not intended to be used as a basis for requesting project authorization or obtaining funding. 

See Master Response GEN-1 for an explanation of the appraisal level of design. 
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COMMENT L-06. PORT SAN LUIS HARBOR DISTRICT, CAROLYN MOFFATT 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-06 

L-06-1 
More detailed information has been included in Section 5 of the Final EIS regarding water 
quality under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Also see Master Response SW-13. 

L-06-2 
See Response to Comment L-06-1 in regard to pesticides and herbicides in the agricultural 
discharge water. For a discussion of why treatment is included in other alternatives but not the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative, see Master Response SW-6. 

L-06-3 
See Master Response ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control of drainwater. 
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COMMENT L-07. CITY OF ANTIOCH, WILLIAM R. GALSTAN 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-07 

L-07-1 
Reclamation agrees with the comment that human health must have the highest consideration. 
See Master Response SW-1 in regard to effects of the Delta-Chipps Island Disposal Alternative 
on drinking water. 

L-07-2 
A recent synthesis of studies conducted through the CALFED Science Program and the 
Interagency Ecological Program to identify causes of pelagic organism decline did not identify 
Se concentrations as a potential cause 
(http://science.calwater.ca.gov/pdf/workshops/IEP_POD_2005WorkSynthesis-
draft_111405.pdf). As described in Section 8.2.10.3 of the Final EIS, the Delta smelt is known to 
breed in or migrate through the Delta in the vicinity of outfalls that would be constructed under 
the Delta Disposal Alternatives. However, this species feeds primarily on zooplankton and is 
unlikely to forage significantly on Asian clams or other benthic invertebrates that tend to 
accumulate Se at elevated concentrations. 
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COMMENT L-08. FRIANT WATER AUTHORITY, RONALD D. JACOBSMA 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-08 

L-08-1 
The comment is noted. The issue of CVP water contract terms is beyond the scope of the EIS. 

L-08-2 
The comment is noted. Socioeconomic effects of the Land Retirement Alternatives are discussed 
in Sections 17 and 18 of the EIS. 
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COMMENT L-09. CITY OF MORRO BAY, JANICE PETERS 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-09 

L-09-1 
As stated in Master Response REG-1, the time needed to obtain necessary permits for all action 
alternatives was assumed to be equal for the purpose of determining the start date for drainage 
service.  The actual time required to obtain permits is not known for all of the alternatives.  To 
avoid unfounded speculation on permitting timelines, this was not used as a discriminating factor 
in the analysis of the time required to implement drainage service.   

L-09-2 
The comment is noted. The purpose of the project is provision of drainage service and not 
production of water. 

L-09-3 
Modeling results for the Ocean Disposal Alternative suggest that treatment of effluent water is 
not needed to comply with the water quality requirements of the Ocean Plan. However, if this 
alternative were advanced for further consideration, the final decision regarding the need for 
treatment would be made by the State Board and Regional Board as part of the NPDES permit 
requirement. See Master Responses SW-6 and SW-13 for additional discussion of treatment 
costs and water quality under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

L-09-4 
Several ocean disposal pipelines already exist in the offshore environment, including one 
operated by the City of Morro Bay. As a result, Reclamation disagrees with the comment based 
on observation of current conditions.  

L-09-5 
The assessment of cost effectiveness does include more than the direct costs of building 
facilities. Appraisal-level cost estimates for construction (including right-of-way and land 
acquisition), annual operation and maintenance (including energy), and replacement costs were 
included and considered for all alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIS, as described in Master 
Response GEN-1. 
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COMMENT L-10. SOUTH DELTA WATER AGENCY, JOHN HERRICK 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-10 

L-10-1 
The comment is noted. As stated in Sections ES.2 and 1.1, the purpose of the proposed project is 
to provide agricultural drainage service to achieve a long-term sustainable salt and water balance 
needed to ensure sustainable agriculture in the San Luis Unit and the region. A broader effort to 
ensure compliance with existing water quality objectives and goals outside of the San Luis Unit 
is not within the scope of this EIS. 
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L-10-2 
The Draft EIS used a three-dimensional numerical groundwater-flow model to analyze how 
shifts in applied water and land use potentially affect groundwater levels and flow in the 
drainage study area. The model was originally developed by the USGS and reliably simulates the 
vertical movement of water to deeper portions of the saturated aquifer as well as the horizontal 
movement of groundwater between adjacent land areas. 

 The USGS used an extensive database of geologic, groundwater-level, and water-use data to 
develop and calibrate the model. Later testing conducted on the model, whereby input data sets 
were updated and the simulation results compared to recent observed conditions, confirmed 
model accuracy and the appropriateness of specified model input. 

The Draft EIS employed the groundwater-flow model to quantitatively examine the interaction 
between upslope and downslope groundwater. Specifically, the model simulates the horizontal 
exchange of groundwater between present-day undrained districts such as Westlands and 
adjacent areas. It also simulates subsurface flow from west to east from areas such as Westlands 
to the eastern San Joaquin Valley. The current conceptual model is that these subsurface flows 
generally do not move to the San Joaquin River but flow to areas of groundwater pumping in the 
eastern San Joaquin Valley. Although simulated fluxes between districts and the east are not 
explicitly reported, the simulated impacts (i.e., water levels, area affected by shallow 
groundwater, and bare-soil evaporation rates) are the net consequence of these simulated flows. 

In the drainage study area, groundwater movement is in response to significant downward flow, 
which is a combined response to percolation of applied irrigation water and pumpage from deep 
water supply wells. Groundwater movement is therefore primarily in the vertical direction, and 
horizontal movement is less significant. Additionally, the area of the aquifer studied is more than 
1,000 square miles, whereas its average total thickness is only about 3,000 feet. From a drainage-
study-area perspective, much more water moves in the vertical direction than in the horizontal 
direction, and groundwater level and quality impacts, therefore, occur primarily under the 
irrigated fields. The Draft EIS assumed that lateral movement of water and dissolved constituents 
are significantly controlled by subsurface drainage, and the analysis showed a drainage project is 
beneficial to water-table and groundwater quality relative to continued irrigation and undrained 
conditions. 

L-10-3 
No other lands are assumed to be brought into production as part of an alternative. However, 
land retirement reduces the overall demand for irrigation water in the San Luis Unit, allowing the 
limited water supply to be used on other lands. The net result could be to avoid land fallowing on 
those other lands or to avoid the need to develop or purchase supplemental water supply. 

L-10-4 
Both applied water and crop consumptive use in the San Luis Unit would decline as land is 
retired. Crop consumptive use was not identified as an important screening or evaluation 
criterion, so it is not explicitly displayed in the Draft EIS. As a result of changes in irrigated 
acreage due to land retirement or fallowing, both applied water and consumptive use would 
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change. The value of the change in water either acquired or made available is estimated and 
shown in Section 12. See also Response to Comment I-09-19. 

L-10-5 
Reclamation does not deliver water outside of the place of use. 

L-10-6 
This comment refers to salinity standards for three interior South Delta compliance locations. 
The Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay and Sacramento–San Joaquin River 
Delta Estuary (Delta Basin Plan, 1995) contains salinity requirements for: (1) San Joaquin River 
at Airport Way Bridge, Vernalis; (2) Old River near Middle River; and (3) Old River at Tracy 
Road Bridge. The EC water quality objective at these three locations is 700 mmhos/cm 
(approximately equivalent to 110 mg/L, 150 mg/L, and 110 mg/L TDS, respectively, based on 
relevant DWR site-specific conversion factors). For comparison, the incremental maximum 
monthly contribution to EC from the Delta Disposal Alternatives at Clifton Court Forebay (the 
modeled station nearest to the three interior South Delta locations) was calculated to be 13.6 
mg/L (or ppm; see Table 5.2-7 on page 5-69 of the Draft EIS). 

L-10-7 
Appendix D4 provides additional modeling information on the effects of removal of the 
Grassland Bypass Project discharge from the San Joaquin River. It should be noted that removal 
of the discharge was assumed for both the action and No Action alternatives because the Use 
Agreement for the Grassland Bypass Project to convey water to the San Joaquin River via the 
San Luis Drain will expire in 2009. The modeling indicates that removal of the Bypass discharge 
from the San Joaquin River is a benefit to water quality in the river.  

L-10-8 
The Draft EIS employed a groundwater-flow model originally developed by the USGS to 
quantitatively examine the interaction between upslope and downslope groundwater. 
Specifically, the model simulates the horizontal exchange of groundwater between neighboring 
CVP service areas and groundwater flow from the western to the eastern San Joaquin Valley. 
Although simulated fluxes between districts are not explicitly reported, the simulated impacts 
considered (i.e., water levels, area affected by shallow groundwater, and bare-soil evaporation 
rates) are the net consequence of these vertical and horizontal flows. 

The groundwater-flow model was used to analyze how shifts in applied water and land use, 
including retirement of different lands within the drainage-impaired area, potentially affect 
groundwater levels and flow in the drainage study area. 

The model does not explicitly represent the San Joaquin River, and potential changes in river 
gains (accretions) or losses and associated changes in salt loads were not considered. However, 
available data indicate that the San Joaquin River adjacent to and downgradient of land 
retirement areas generally loses water to the subsurface (from Mendota Pool to Sack Dam). 
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Therefore, management practices such as land retirement in Westlands reduce subsurface flows 
to the east, and should not affect San Joaquin River gains. 

From a project-wide perspective, much more water moves in the vertical direction than the 
horizontal direction, and groundwater level and quality impacts occur primarily under the 
irrigated fields. The Draft EIS showed that water table and salinity conditions are improved by 
the capture and control of subsurface drainage, which presumably would represent a benefit to 
the San Joaquin River. 

L-10-9 
Table 5.1-14 has been corrected in the Final EIS to indicate that EC is a high-priority constituent 
for the San Joaquin River. 

L-10-10 
The comment states that the assumption that certain TMDLs are instituted and effective in the 
modeling of San Joaquin River conditions may not be correct. The assumption is based on 
compliance with applicable laws and with Waste Discharge Requirements for the Grassland 
Bypass Project. See Master Response SW-16 in regard to the baseline conditions considered for 
the San Joaquin River. 

L-10-11 
The reviewer noted that the Draft EIS should examine various scenarios that do not assume 
improved San Joaquin water quality due to a cessation of drainage from the Grassland Bypass 
Project. The assumption made in the Draft EIS is based on compliance with applicable laws and 
with the Waste Discharge Requirements for the Grassland Bypass Project. 

L-10-12 
See Master Response GEN-6. 

L-10-13 
The text in Section 5.2.12.4 has been revised to describe the temporary rock barriers in addition 
to the proposed Interim South Delta Program. 

 L-10-14 
Comment noted, although this is not the subject of this EIS. 

L-10-15 
The conclusion presented in the Draft EIS regarding salinity increases beneath the reuse facilities 
being relatively small and reversible was based on the following: 

• From a project-wide perspective, the reuse facilities are relatively small in area. Between 
7,500 and 19,000 acres of reuse facilities are needed to accommodate the expected drainage 

http://sdelta.water.ca.gov/web_pg/background.htm]]The
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volume for the different alternatives considered. The reuse facility area corresponds to only 2 
to 5 percent of the total drainage-impaired area and only 1 to 3 percent of the drainage study 
area. 

• The reuse areas are assumed to have subsurface tile drains. These drainage systems will be 
designed to collect percolating reuse water and, therefore, can prevent downslope migration 
of water and dissolved constituents. 

• Groundwater quality beneath the reuse areas is expected to gradually decline during long-
term use, which is typical for all aquifers underlying irrigated land. In the future, salt-affected 
soils and groundwater can be reclaimed by applying relatively high-quality irrigation water 
and removing the leached salts and saline groundwater with the planned drainage systems. 

L-10-16 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT L-11. CENTRAL DELTA WATER AGENCY, DANTE JOHN NOMELLINI 

 



Appendix P5 
Local Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local  P5-30 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-11 

L-11-1 
The No Action Alternative and existing conditions discussions are adequate for the evaluation of 
project-related environmental impacts. The purpose of the project is to provide drainage service, 
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as required in the authorization of the San Luis Unit. One objective is to avoid adverse 
environmental effects of the project; however, restoration is not a specific project objective. 

L-11-2 
The Draft EIS employed a groundwater-flow model originally developed by the USGS to 
quantitatively examine how shifts in applied water and land use (including reuse and recycling 
common elements) potentially affect groundwater levels and flow in the drainage study area. 
However, the model does not explicitly represent the San Joaquin River, and potential changes in 
river gains, losses, and associated salt loads were not considered. Given the location of the reuse 
facilities relative to gaining reaches of the San Joaquin River and plans to employ subsurface tile 
drainage systems to manage and control shallow groundwater levels and salinity, adverse 
impacts on the San Joaquin River are not anticipated. From a project-wide perspective, much 
more water moves in the vertical direction than horizontally, and groundwater level and quality 
impacts are anticipated to occur primarily under the irrigated fields within the reuse facility. 

The reuse facilities are managed operations and are assumed to include subsurface tile drains. 
These drainage systems will be designed to collect percolating reuse water to prevent rising 
water levels and downslope migration of water and dissolved constituents. As the plants grown 
transpire the applied drainwater, the total volume of drainwater is reduced. 

From a project-wide perspective, the reuse facilities are relatively small in area, and salt-affected 
soils and groundwater can later be reclaimed by applying relatively high quality irrigation water 
and utilizing the drainage systems to remove the leachate.  

L-11-3 
A number of factors unrelated to the SLDFR affect populations of sturgeon, striped bass, salmon, 
smelt, and steelhead in the Bay-Delta, and considerable uncertainty exists regarding the effects 
of various factors. The objective of the EIS is to evaluate potential impacts of the alternatives 
considered, and this evaluation is presented in Sections 7 and 8. The EIS does not serve to 
substantiate whether or not risks are justified, but instead presents the effects of various 
alternatives to assist Reclamation in meeting their court order to provide drainage service and a 
basis in which their management can decide how best to meet their Federal mandate. 

L-11-4 
Water quality impacts from the Delta Disposal Alternatives are discussed in Section 5 and 
Master Response SW-1. The cost for reduced water quality provided in the comment has been 
considered in the mitigation cost analysis in the Final EIS. 
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COMMENT L-12. SAN JOAQUIN COUNTY FLOOD CONTROL AND WATER 
CONSERVATION DISTRICT, MEL LYTLE 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-12 

L-12-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-12-2 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 
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COMMENT L-13. SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, 
SHIRLEY BIANCHI 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-13 

L-13-1 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, and SE-1. 

L-13-2 
See Master Responses SW-8 and SE-1. 

L-13-3 
See Master Response SW-11 in regard to stimulation of harmful algal blooms from Ocean 
Disposal Alternative effluent. 
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L-13-4 
As noted in the comment, an extensive three-dimensional analysis of ocean current dynamics 
was not conducted as part of the Draft EIS analysis. It was the judgment of the EIS preparers that 
this detailed level of analysis would not be warranted unless the Ocean Disposal Alternative is 
advanced for further consideration, at which time feasibility level studies would be conducted 
(see Master Response GEN-1). However, it is important to note that a substantial quantity of 
ocean current data were collected and used in the EIS analysis. Temperature, salinity, and current 
velocity data were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the discharge diffusion 
analysis (see Section 5.2.2.1). These data indicate that currents in the vicinity of the proposed 
outfall location would afford substantial effluent dilution, and that the location would not be a 
“closed ocean current cell” that would lead to high localized concentrations as the comment 
suggests (see Master Response SW-4). An analysis of available data suggests that “stagnant” 
conditions – i.e., conditions under which current speeds are less than 0.02 meters per second – 
occur in the vicinity of the diffuser only 1 percent of the time, and for durations of around one 
hour (though in some cases up to three hours) (data source: acoustic Doppler current profiler 
[ADCP] data at the NOAA Point San Luis station for the years 1997–2002, including 
approximately 82,500 data points). This additional analysis bolsters the claim that the diffuser 
would not be located in a “closed ocean current cell.” Nevertheless, if the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative were to become the preferred alternative in the future, a more detailed analysis of 
local ocean currents would be required and conducted. 

L-13-5 
The physical and biological conditions that exist within the Central Valley are significantly 
different from the marine environment at the Ocean Disposal Alternative outfall location. 
Reclamation believes there is no potential for exotic invasive species to be introduced from the 
agricultural runoff into the marine environment; therefore, this scenario is not discussed in the 
EIS.  

L-13-6 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, and SW-9. 

L-13-7 
See Master Response SW-10 regarding the effects of the Ocean Disposal Alternative on 
fisheries, tourism, and abalone farming. Note that the Draft EIS analysis did not indicate a 
significant impact to fisheries; therefore, no economic impact would result. 

L-13-8 
The EIS cannot evaluate policy proposals that have not been adopted. See Master Response 
SW-7 in regard to the potential addition of Point Estero to the Monterey Bay National Marine 
Sanctuary. 
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L-13-9 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

L-13-10 
See Master Response ALT-T1 in regard to the evaluation of Se treatment options and 
technologies. 

L-13-11 
See Master Responses SW-8, SE-1, and SW-10. 

L-13-12 
Appraisal-level mitigation cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative are presented in 
Appendix O. 

L-13-13 
There would not be a permanent loss to agriculture within the pipeline easement, although trees 
and certain crops could be affected. See Master Response ALT-P1. 

L-13-14 
Leak detection along the length of the pipeline is not planned; rather, leak detection would be 
conducted at specific locations. See Master Response SW-15 for further discussion. 

L-13-15 
While the design of a fault crossing for a pipeline would add to the design cost, design costs are 
much less than construction costs. Also, the cost of constructing a fault crossing should be only a 
fraction of the overall construction cost. 

L-13-16 
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 

L-13-17 
See Master Response GEN-1 for a discussion of the level of analysis used to assess 
environmental impacts and estimate costs.  

L-13-18 
See Master Response REG-1 in regard to regulatory compliance for the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 
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L-13-19 
See Master Response GEN-1 regarding the level of design of the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 
Appraisal-level mitigation cost estimates are presented in Appendix O. 

L-13-20 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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COMMENT L-14. LOS OSOS COMMUNITY SERVICES DISTRICT, BRUCE BUEL 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-14 

L-14-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-14-2 
Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the project description to allow an 
adequate environmental review of the project alternatives. See Master Response GEN-1. 

L-14-3 
The EIS evaluates a range of alternatives, including In-Valley Alternatives. See Master Response 
ALT-S1 for a discussion of source control of drainwater.  

L-14-4 
Sections 5.1.3 and 5.1.4 of the Final EIS has been modified to state that San Francisco Bay and 
Morro Bay are part of the National Estuary Program. 

L-14-5 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-11, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10. 

L-14-6 
More detailed information about pesticides and herbicides in discharge water has been included 
in Section 5 of the Final EIS. See Master Responses SW-3 and SW-13 in regard to water quality 
impacts. For additional discussion of impacts to biological resources, see Master Responses SW-
8, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-12. 

 



Appendix P5 
Local Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local  P5-45 

COMMENT L-15. SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY FARM BUREAU, TOM IKEDA 

 



Appendix P5 
Local Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local  P5-46 

 



Appendix P5 
Local Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local  P5-47 

 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-15 

L-15-1 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 
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L-15-2 
Potential types of earth movement along the proposed Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline route 
include seismic ground shaking, surface fault displacement, liquefaction, and mass wasting. Each 
of these factors could pose a significant effect if untreated. With mitigation and design to current 
construction codes and state of the practice, effects would be negligible. These effects and 
potential mitigation measures are discussed in Section 9 (see Section 9.2.8 for a specific 
discussion of the Ocean Disposal Alternative). Master Responses GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3 
provide additional information on seismic hazards in the project vicinity, surface disruption, and 
mitigation, respectively. 

L-15-3 
The “smaller faults” referred to in Section 9.2.8 are those that have had no late Quaternary 
movement (see Master Response GEO-1). Section 9 and Appendix H have been updated to 
include discussion of the December 2003 San Simeon earthquake. Appendix H provides a 
summary of significant faults in the region. 

L-15-4 
Tunnels lined with concrete hold up well when subjected to seismic loadings. Unlike 
aboveground structures that have inertia and resonant frequencies, tunnels move with the ground. 
Problems can occur if a tunnel passes through an active fault. In that case, an internal flexible 
pipe can be used inside the tunnel to prevent breaches. 

L-15-5 
See Master Response SW-15. 

L-15-6 
The estimated costs were based on appraisal-level engineering design quantities and pay item 
descriptions. The estimates are approximate and are based on incomplete specifications and 
rough general design criteria. The appraisal-level estimates are intended to be used for the 
purpose of determining whether more detailed investigations of the proposed project are 
economically justified. These appraisal costs are not intended to be used as a basis for requesting 
project authorization or obtaining funding. 

The appraisal estimate included the costs of construction in somewhat “steep, hilly, remote” 
areas along the proposed alignment. Most Reclamation pipelines are constructed in what could 
be considered remote areas. Topographic maps of the proposed San Luis Drain alignment were 
studied and the alignment was discussed with Reclamation engineers who performed field 
observations and reconnaissance along the proposed alignment. A relatively small percentage of 
the pipeline will be constructed along steep, hilly areas, while the majority of the pipeline is 
proposed to be constructed along gently rolling terrain. 

Maintenance costs for the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline were included in the cost 
estimate.  Landowners would be reimbursed for construction right-of-way through compensation 
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in accordance with established Reclamation policies and practices.  Pipeline spills and breaks are 
not considered reasonably foreseeable circumstances (see Master Response GEN-3).  

L-15-7 
Sections 21.1 and 21.2 discuss meetings Reclamation held with local agencies and landowners 
starting in October 2001 to discuss the scoping and development of this EIS. Appendix P1 
describes the public hearings held on the Draft EIS. If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were 
selected for implementation, additional coordination would be conducted. 

L-15-8 
No additional users have been identified. Additional users would require supplemental 
environmental documentation.  

L-15-9 
Effluent discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative is not anticipated to be hazardous. See 
Master Response SW-13 for additional discussion. 

L-15-10 
Section 5.2.8 of the Final EIS has been revised to include additional details about constituents in 
drainwater discharged under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. Also see Master Response SW-13.  

L-15-11 
See Master Responses GEN-1, SW-15, and ALT-P3. 

L-15-12 
The alternatives have been treated equally within the requirements of NEPA. 

L-15-13 
As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the Draft EIS was prepared at an appraisal level of 
design, and as such, the analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for 
assessment of environmental effects.  The Draft EIS would only be revised and recirculated if 
there was a substantial change to a proposed action or significant new circumstances or 
information. Since no change is proposed and no new information has been provided, a revised 
Draft EIS is not appropriate at this time. 

L-15-14 
The Final EIS has been revised to indicate that some of the creeks in greater Estero Bay flow 
year-round and not just in response to precipitation. 
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L-15-15 
Impacts to coastal waters from the Ocean Disposal Alternative effluent and pipeline operation 
are discussed in Master Responses SW-9, SW-13, SW-8, SE-1, GEN-3, and SW-15. 

L-15-16 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative is not expected to result in water quality impacts to local 
agriculturalists, as discussed in Master Response AG-1. See Master Responses SW-4 and SW-13 
for additional discussion of water resources under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

L-15-17 
Generally, contractors installing a pipeline are responsible for controlling runoff from their 
construction areas. If sediment-laden runoff were to enter an agriculturalist’s monitoring area, it 
would be the contractor’s responsibility to contain it. The agriculturalist should note such run-on 
in his or her visual monitoring reports. 

Additional information on sediment control and erosion control has been added to Sections 
5.2.8.1 and 5.2.9.1 of the Final EIS. 

L-15-18 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility 
and final design studies would be conducted to provide more detailed information about noxious 
weed management and other issues if appropriate. As discussed in Master Response GEN-1, the 
Draft EIS was prepared at the appraisal level of design, which means that the final route and 
exact location of the pipeline would not be determined unless the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
were advanced for further consideration. The Draft EIS provided adequate information on the 
environmental impacts of the project to facilitate the selection of the preferred alternative. 

L-15-19 
Figure 5.1-8 has been modified to include the source of the base map. Reclamation believes that 
the map is adequate for purposes of illustrating the locations of offshore outfalls in Estero Bay. 

L-15-20 
The evidentiary basis of this comment is unclear. The substantial data gathering task undertaken 
as part of the EIS analysis of the Ocean Disposal Alternative did not yield any evidence that the 
diffuser would be located in a “closed ocean cell.” While an extensive 3-dimensional analysis of 
ocean current dynamics was not conducted as part of the EIS analysis, it was the judgment of the 
EIS preparers that this detailed level of analysis was not warranted (see Master Response GEN-
1). However, as mentioned, a substantial quantity of ocean current data was collected and 
utilized in the EIS analysis. Temperature, salinity, and current velocity data (over 200,000 data 
points) were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the discharge diffusion analysis (see 
Section 5.2.2.1, page 5-52). These data indicated that currents in the vicinity of the proposed 
outfall location would afford substantial effluent dilution, and that the location would not be a 
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“closed ocean cell” that would lead to high localized concentrations as the comment suggests. It 
is important to note that outside of the zone of initial dilution (ZID), effluent concentrations will 
not be higher than they are at the edge of the ZID. It is also instructive to note that EIS estimates 
suggest that “stagnant” conditions–i.e., conditions under which current speeds are less than 0.02 
meter per second–occur in the diffuser vicinity only 1 percent of the time, and for durations of 
around 1 hour (though in some cases up to 3 hours). These estimates are based on analysis of 
acoustic Doppler current profiler (ADCP) data at the NOAA Point San Luis station for the years 
1997–2002. This further analysis bolsters the claim that the diffuser would not be located in a 
“closed ocean cell.” If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen as the preferred alternative in 
the Record of Decision, a more detailed analysis of local ocean currents would be required and 
conducted. 
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COMMENT L-16. CITY OF SAN LUIS OBISPO, JOHN MANDEVILLE 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-16 

L-16-1 
Reclamation notes the concern expressed in the comment. Impacts of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative and mitigation recommendations are described in the Environmental Consequences 
discussions in EIS Sections 5 through 18.  

L-16-2 
The EIS provides an adequate evaluation and comparison of effects to terrestrial, wetland, 
marine, and aquatic species to allow selection of the preferred alternative.  See Master Responses 
GEN-1 and GEN-3 regarding the level of detail of the Draft EIS and the potential for pipeline 
failures, respectively. 

L-16-3 
The level of analysis is the same for all alternatives. The impacts of the action alternatives are 
compared to the No Action Alternative, and the changes from No Action are presented for each 
resource. 

L-16-4 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

L-16-5 
The pipeline alignment follows Cottontail Creek, which flows into Whale Rock Reservoir. See 
Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the exact location of the pipeline route and Master 
Response GEN-3 for a discussion of the potential for pipeline failure.   

L-16-6 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, a more detailed 
pipeline alignment would be prepared. In the event that a risk to a water supply is identified, 
mitigation through pipeline construction and secondary containment could be incorporated. See 
Master Response GEN-3 for a discussion of the adequacy of the impact analysis for pipeline 
failures. 

L-16-7 
The sentence identified in the comment has been deleted from Section 5.1.4 of the Final EIS. 

L-16-8 
Section 5 of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that (1) the closest water treatment plant is 
located in Cayucos, (2) the City of San Luis Obispo and the California Men's Colony both have 
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surface water treatment plants nearby, and (3) a desalination drinking water plant is located in 
Morro Bay. 

L-16-9 
Section 9 has been revised to include potential design features and mitigation measures to 
address fault displacement, landslides, and liquefaction along the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
route. If selected, the design of this alternative would emphasize preventing pipeline failure 
rather than merely responding to it. See Master Response GEO-3 for additional discussion of 
mitigation. 

L-16-10 
The Ocean Disposal Alternative is not expected to affect tourism, agriculture, or fisheries, as 
discussed in Master Responses SW-10 and AG-1. 

L-16-11 
Section 20 of the Final EIS has been revised to include more specific mitigation measures.  The 
“menu” of mitigation measures for typical impacts has been included.  For example, for 
biological species that may be encountered in pipeline construction, standard mitigation 
measures include surveys, pipeline re-alignment where possible, and restricting construction to 
periods that avoid sensitive life cycles (i.e., breeding).  As these are standard Service protocols 
for protection of endangered species, they do not need to be discussed in detail in the EIS. 

L-16-12 
Consistency of the Ocean Disposal Alternative with applicable policies and regulations is 
discussed in Appendix L and Master Response REG-1. 

L-16-13 
Reclamation has completed consultation under Section 7 of the ESA for the In-Valley 
Alternatives. The findings of the Biological Opinion have been incorporated into the Final EIS, 
and the complete opinion is included as Appendix M2. There is no requirement under NEPA or 
ESA for Reclamation to conduct consultation for all alternatives retained in the Final EIS. If, and 
only if, Reclamation intends to select the Ocean Disposal Alternative, Reclamation will complete 
the necessary consultations on it prior to signing the ROD. 

L-16-14 
See Master Response REG-2 in regard to CEQA compliance. Local permits and other regulatory 
requirements are outlined in Section 4 and Appendix L. 
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COMMENT L-17. CITY OF MORRO BAY , WILLIAM T. BOUCHER 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-17 

L-17-1 
As discussed in Master Response ALT-P3, no other dischargers have been identified, and any 
other users of the pipeline would have to meet all applicable regulations and permit 
requirements. 

L-17-2 
The PFR discusses the screening and selection of the Point Estero alternative in more detail. 
"Other factors" included environmental impacts. 

L-17-3 
The text in Section 5 correctly described the status of the Chevron facility. The description of the 
City of Morro Bay Desalination Facility has been revised in the Final EIS to state that it has a 
separate intake and discharge system from the WWTP. 

L-17-4 
More detailed information has been included in the Final EIS to identify the range of 
contaminants likely to be contained in discharge under the Ocean Disposal Alternative. See 
Master Response SW-13. 

L-17-5 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final 
design studies would provide more detailed information about biological resources in the vicinity 
of the pipeline route and other project facilities. 

L-17-6 
The forecast electrical demand for the most energy-intensive alternative, the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative, is approximately 81.4 GW hours per year. Assuming that 80 percent of the peak 
energy demand is typically required (the utilization factor), this demand represents an additional 
system load of approximately 12 MW. The loads associated with the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
would be physically located in the PG&E North and South market areas, which are reported to 
have an existing load of 18.5 GW and a projected load growth of approximately 3.0 GW over the 
next 9 years. Thus, the incremental load associated with the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
represents approximately 0.06 percent of the current system load and less than 0.5 percent of the 
near-term load growth forecast. As noted in the Draft EIS, the expected demand profile for each 
of the disposal options is relatively constant. Generating facilities that serve these types of base 
loads are typically constructed in increments of 500 MW or more. Therefore, one can conclude 
that new generation built to serve the expected 3 GW total load growth within the PG&E service 
area will have sufficient capacity to serve the 12 MW additional load required for the disposal 
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options. The construction of power-generating facilities that would be dedicated to serving this 
project would generally be considered economically inefficient due to the lack of economies of 
scale. 

L-17-7 
No new power sources are proposed for the alternatives. Power would be provided from the 
existing utility grid. 

L-17-8 
Employees' personal vehicles and site landscaping lawnmowers are the primary factors in 
increasing air emissions in the immediate, local, in-valley vicinity of the project location 
compared to power plants’ regional and likely remote extra generation requirements due to the 
project. The electrical energy resources used within the study area are anticipated to be delivered 
through the existing electrical transmission and distribution system. However, the ultimate 
source of electrical power generation within the California energy market could be from a mix of 
generating assets, including hydroelectric, nuclear, and fossil-fueled power generation, which are 
owned and operated by either PG&E or some other power- generating entity potentially located 
hundreds of miles from the project area. Additionally, power plants are subject to extensive air 
quality regulations designed to protect public health and welfare at all times, regardless of 
generation requirements. 
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COMMENT L-18. HERUM CRABTEE BROWN (FOR STOCKTON EAST WATER 
DISTRICT), KARNA E. HARRIGFELD 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-18 

L-18-1 
See Master Response SW-1 regarding the analysis of impacts of the alternatives on San Joaquin 
River water quality and quantity. 
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L-18-2 
The comment is noted.  Mitigation for any past harm is not the subject of this EIS.  Mitigation 
for future effects is included (see Section 20 and Appendix O). 

L-18-3 - 5 
The requested change in the purpose and need discussion (Section 1.1) does not directly arise 
from the Federal action to provide drainage service to the San Luis Unit.  It should be noted that 
the EIS has been supplemented to include an analysis of the change in flow in the San Joaquin 
River at Vernalis as a result of the No Action and action alternatives (see Section 5.2).  No 
significant changes in flow of the San Joaquin River at Vernalis were found for any action 
alternatives compared to No Action.   

L-18-6 
The PFR describes drainage rates and preliminary flows in Section 3.1. Groundwater modeling 
and agricultural productivity were used to evaluate on-farm, in-district, and regional drainage 
facilities. If one farmer installs drains but a neighbor does not, the farmer with the installed 
drains will be collecting more drainwater in his system at a different rate than if all farmers 
installed drains. The in-district system provided by Reclamation would still be collecting the 
total drainage.  

L-18-7 
The fate of Northerly Area drainage and whether it will continue to be discharged into the San 
Joaquin River depends upon the chosen alternative. See Section 2 of the Final EIS for a 
description of each alternative. 

L-18-8 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. In addition, 
Appendices D4 and D5 include updated water quality modeling to assess changes in the river 
compared to existing conditions. It should be noted that the No Action Alternative and all of the 
action alternatives will have similar effects on the San Joaquin River due to removal of the 
Grassland Bypass Project discharge from the river following expiration of the Use Agreement in 
2009. Also see Master Response SW-16. 

L-18-9 
The PFR describes drainwater reduction optimization and various drainwater reduction options 
in Section 3.2.1. Since on-farm reduction options are not a Federal action, the specific farmers’ 
actions cannot be certain. However, the net results of those actions must comply with the 
drainage rate restrictions placed on the system by Reclamation. Flows were estimated and 
analyzed for each alternative. Section 3.2.2 of the PFR shows that choosing drainwater reduction 
scenarios is an iterative process since each measure can affect another measure (i.e., irrigation 
system improvements reduce the need for seepage reduction). The most cost-effective scenario 
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of drainage reduction was used for each alternative, and effects were analyzed for each 
alternative in the EIS. 

L-18-10, 11 
The purpose and need discussion has been revised to include a discussion of PL 108-361.  See 
Section 1.4.6 of the Final EIS. 

L-18-12 
Results of the analysis of changes in San Joaquin River flows are presented in Section 5.2.  
Compared to No Action, the action alternatives did not have a significant effect on flows in the 
San Joaquin River at Vernalis. 

L-18-13 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response 
SW-16 for additional information. 

L-18-14 
Section 5 has been updated with additional CALSIM II modeling information regarding impacts 
to the water quality and quantity in the San Joaquin River due to changes in the Grassland 
Bypass Project discharges. As a part of the development of CALSIM II, assumptions regarding 
probable future projects were included to reflect changes in water system demand, system 
operation rules, and infrastructure improvements expected to occur by 2030. Also see Master 
Response SW-16. 

L-18-15 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response 
SW-16 for additional information. 

L-18-16 
Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 of the Final EIS have been revised to include results from 
CALSIM II modeling of the changes in flow and EC in the San Joaquin River. 

L-18-17 
The referenced text in Section 5.1.2 has been modified to indicate that low DO conditions in the 
Calaveras River have been observed following storm events. 
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L-18-18 
Section 5.1.5.1 of the Final EIS has been corrected to state that Modesto Reservoir is located in 
Stanislaus County. 

L-18-19 
Table 5.1.14 of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that electrical conductivity is a high-
priority constituent for TMDL implementation in the San Joaquin River. 

L-18-20 
See Master Response SW-16 in regard to the TMDL modeling described in Section 5.2.2 and the 
San Joaquin River data used in that modeling. 

L-18-21 - 23 
See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin River flows. 

L-18-24 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-18-25 
As the commenter noted, historical monthly discharges from the GDA were modified to comply 
with TMDLs during a 9-year flow record even though the TMDLs had not been approved. The 
program to implement TMDLs in the San Joaquin River was adopted by the Regional Board in a 
1996 Basin Plan Amendment for the Control of Agricultural Subsurface Drainage Discharges. 
Included in this program is a compliance time schedule for meeting the four-day average and 
monthly mean water quality objectives for selenium. To evaluate future scenarios, Reclamation 
assumed that the compliance time schedule would be met. The discharges were modified because 
reducing flow is the only way to meet the TDML if water quality is to remain the same. 

L-18-26 
The assumption that the GDA discharge would meet salt and boron TMDLs has been removed 
due to the uncertain regulatory status of these TMDLs.  Revised modeling assumed compliance 
with the Se TMDLs that have been approved.  Also see Master Response SW-16. 

L-18-27 
See the Response to Comment L-18-25. When no other specific plans are available for water 
quality data, then assumptions have to be made.  

L-18-28 - 30 
See Master Response SW-16.  
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L-18-31 
The comment states that because project implementation will be phased, San Joaquin River 
water quality and flows should be analyzed to show both incremental and long-term effects. See 
Master Responses CUM-1, SW-17, and SW-1. 

L-18-32 
Reclamation believes the environmental analysis in the Final EIS supports the conclusions stated 
in all sections. Mitigation is described in Section 20 of the Final EIS. 

L-18-33 - 37 
See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin River flows.  No mitigation is 
proposed because the changes in flow due to the action alternatives are not significant compared 
to the No Action Alternative. 
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COMMENT L-19. CONTRA COSTA COUNTY WATER AGENCY, ROBERTA 
GOULART 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-19 

L-19-1 
Mitigation costs for all alternatives are provided in Appendix O. 

L-19-2 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-19-3 
The comment is noted. Modeled water quality impacts in the Delta show an insignificant change 
due to operation of the San Luis Drain. Reclamation will consider all alternatives for providing 
drainage service to the San Luis Unit, including the In-Valley Alternatives that do not include 
construction of a pipeline to export the drainage. 

L-19-4 
See Master Response ALT-A1 regarding the selection of a preferred alternative. 

L-19-5 
See Master Response SW-2, which discusses the assessment of impacts to fisheries and 
waterfowl populations in the Bay-Delta. 

L-19-6 
The comment expresses concerns that the EIS understates the environmental impacts and 
economic costs of the Delta Disposal Alternatives. As noted throughout the EIS, considerable 
uncertainty exists regarding prediction of impacts, and many of these uncertainties are noted in 
the EIS. In general, when a high level of uncertainty occurs, the EIS tends to err on the side of 
caution (i.e., determination of significant effects). 

L-19-7 
Impacts of the Delta Disposal Alternatives on water quality and biological resources in the Bay-
Delta are presented in Sections 5 through 8.  

L-19-8 
The cost of real estate was included in the cost estimate. The estimated unit prices were based on 
appraisal-level engineering design quantities and pay item descriptions. Appraisal estimates are 
approximate since they are based on incomplete specifications and rough general design criteria. 
The estimate was developed at July 2004 price levels and reflected current market conditions at 
that time. Appraisal estimates are intended to be used as an aid in comparing and selecting 
among alternate project features. Additional field investigations, engineering designs, 
specifications, and cost estimates that describe each major construction activity will be 



Appendix P5 
Local Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local  P5-75 

developed as the project progresses in phases from appraisal to feasibility through prevalidation. 
During subsequent project phases, estimates will be prepared using time-sensitive cost 
information. 

The estimate assumed that the pipeline would be constructed using high-density polyethylene 
pipe and that the pipeline would have fusion-welded joints. The appraisal-level engineering 
design considered construction of the new pipeline adjacent to drinking water supply facilities 
and this information is reflected in the cost estimate. 

See Master Response GEN-1 for an explanation of the appraisal level of design. 

L-19-9 
Modeling results predict that any increase in contaminant concentrations from the proposed 
project would be negligible compared to the existing concentrations, and the EIS analysis has 
concluded that effects to drinking water quality would not be significant. See Appendix C in 
regard to the quality of effluent water that would be discharged under the out-of-valley disposal 
options and Section 5 for water quality modeling results. 

L-19-10 
Section 5.2.9.5 discusses the effect of the Delta-Chipps Island Disposal Alternative on operations 
of Los Vaqueros Reservoir. According to detailed water quality modeling results, changes in 
water quality due to construction of the San Luis Drain would only minimally increase 
concentrations of most discharged constituents and should not undermine the use of Los 
Vaqueros Reservoir. 

L-19-11 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-19-12 
All In-Valley Alternatives reduce the volume of drainage and environmental impacts through 
treatment and disposal in a cost-effective manner. 
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COMMENT L-20. WESTLANDS WATER DISTRICT, THADDEUS L. BETTNER 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-20 

L-20-1 - 3 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to the description and assumptions used for the No 
Action Alternative. 

L-20-4 
The No Action Alternative assumes that more than 109,000 acres of the most affected lands 
would already be idled and out of production. The analysis indicates that remaining lands in the 
drainage-affected area could continue to be farmed, but at a restricted crop mix, lower revenues, 
and higher costs. 

It is extremely difficult to predict when and how much land might go out of production solely 
due to drainage conditions. Some lands in the drainage-impaired area have continued in 
production for many years without drainage service, though crop mix, revenues, and costs are 
affected. Decisions to idle land would be influenced by a combination of factors, including 
drainage conditions, water-supply availability, and economic conditions (e.g., crop prices and 
input costs). 

Section 12 of the Final EIS has been amended to describe how impacts would change if more 
land were idled under the No Action Alternative. 

L-20-5 
See Response to Comment L-20-4. 

L-20-6 - 8 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative. 

L-20-9 
Reclamation disagrees that the impacts to agricultural production are underestimated in the No 
Action Alternative. While uncertainties exist in any impact analysis, analysis of the action 
alternatives was conducted using the same methodology as that used for the No Action 
Alternative. Therefore, comparison of No Action to action alternatives provides a reasonable 
assessment of the effects of the action alternatives on agricultural production. 

L-20-10 
The project schedule is as aggressive as possible. 

L-20-11, 12 
See Master Response ALT-M1 in regard to project funding. 
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L-20-13 
Comment noted.  No response necessary.  

L-20-14 
Cost effectiveness, ability to implement, and acceptability of the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
were all important factors that contributed to the preference for In-Valley Alternatives over Out-
of-Valley Disposal Alternatives. The process for this evaluation is described in the EIS and 
previous Plan Formulation Reports. See Master Response ALT-A1. 

L-20-15 
The comment is noted. Since all of the action alternatives would exceed the current Federal 
spending limit authorized under the San Luis Act, Reclamation is required to obtain 
Congressional authorization to increase the project funding ceiling for the San Luis Unit. In 
addition to authorizing an increase in the spending limit for the San Luis Unit, Congress must 
also provide annual appropriations to fund the final design, construction, and acquisition phases 
required to implement the features of the selected alternative. 

L-20-16 
See Master Response ALT-M1 in regard to funding and authorization. 

L-20-17 
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. 

L-20-18 
See Master Response ALT-L1 in regard to socioeconomic impacts of land retirement. 

L-20-19 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

L-20-20 
Appendix B of the Final EIS has been updated to provide more recent information on pilot 
biotreatment system performance.  Reclamation is confident that the system will remove Se to 
< 10 µg/L.  

L-20-21 
As with any commercially available technology or product, market conditions determine pricing. 
Recent cost data for new biotreatment plants under contract indicate that costs are coming down. 
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L-20-22, 23 
See Master Responses MIT-1, ALT-T1, and GEN-1, which discuss adaptive management and 
monitoring, the evaluation of treatment technologies, and the level of design of the Draft EIS, 
respectively. 

L-20-24 
The discussion of the Sagouspe settlement in Section ES3. 1 has been revised to describe the 
acquired lands as “temporarily fallowed.”  

L-20-25 
Comment noted. The environmentally preferred alternative has been identified in the Final EIS. 

L-20-26 
Table ES-1 shows that the reduction in drainwater due to on-farm, in-district actions ranges from 
9,000 to 27,000 AF/yr (subtracting Row 2 from Row 1). 

L-20-27 
 The analysis of Land Retirement Alternatives indicated that economic and social/environmental 
justice effects would not be significant, as discussed in Sections 17.2 and 18.2. Therefore, 
socioeconomic effects were not included in the Executive Summary description of adverse 
impacts (Table ES-10). 

L-20-28 
Broadview Water District lands acquired by Westlands are assumed to be retired under the In-
Valley Alternatives and have been included in the estimates of drainage volumes requiring 
service. Additional changes in other adjacent lands in the Northerly Area would serve to reduce 
the requirements for service. Therefore, disclosed impacts may be greater than those that may 
actually occur, which is in compliance with NEPA requirements. Additional information from 
actions occurring during the EIS preparation would be considered in the preparation of the 
Feasibility Study and subsequent construction documents for the selected and funded alternative. 

L-20-29 
The discussion of Westlands’ land acquisition program in Section 1.4.4 has been revised to use 
land “acquisition” instead of “retirement.”  

L-20-30 
The discussion in Section 2.2.1.2 on page 2-5 of the Draft EIS has been revised to explain the 
status of the lands and differentiate the terms “fallowed” and “retired.” 
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L-20-31 
The text of footnote 4 in Table 2.3-1 has been revised to say “affected by” rather than “retired 
under.” 

L-20-32 
While unforeseen events may trigger changes in the proposed action that require additional 
analysis, it is the intent of Reclamation to provide full NEPA compliance with this Final EIS. 

L-20-33 
Costs per acre for non-irrigation covenants shown in the EIS are based on recent appraisals 
conducted by Reclamation.  While land values may vary over time, costs for non-irrigation 
covenants are not necessarily reflected in these varying land costs. 

L-20-34 
Reclamation based its assumptions about land use on retired lands upon current conditions at 
other retired lands in the San Joaquin Valley. These assumptions were needed to evaluate 
operations and maintenance costs for retired lands and to reasonably account for land 
management costs needed to avoid nuisance conditions. Alternative land uses could be proposed 
for the retired lands in the future, and at that time the proposed actions would be required to 
undergo environmental review as required by NEPA and/or CEQA. 

The O&M costs for lands retired under the In-Valley Alternatives would not be significantly 
affected by the distribution of land uses among dryland farming, grazing, and fallowing. 

L-20-35 
The scenario that proposed to retire all lands in Westlands with Se concentrations greater than 20 
ppb was eliminated from the list of alternatives because it was similar to the In-Valley/Water 
Needs Land Retirement Alternative and was subsequently combined with that alternative. 

L-20-36 
As discussed in Master Response ALT-T1, Reclamation considers that Se treatment is 
technically reliable and effective to the level described in the EIS. It is not expected that costs of 
the In-Valley Disposal Alternative would increase such that the Ocean Disposal Alternative 
would become more economically attractive. 

L-20-37 
The commenter noted that the Draft EIS failed to state that Se quantity continues to be added to 
the affected area through annual storm runoff from the coastal range. Section 5.1 has been 
revised to reflect the continuing load from runoff. 
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L-20-38 
The action and No Action alternatives all assume removal of Grassland Bypass Project flows 
from the San Joaquin River. Removal of the discharge would have a beneficial effect on river 
water quality. Discharges from Westlands and wildlife areas may increase under CVPIA. These 
increases would result in increases in salt loads and flows in the San Joaquin River but would 
dilute Se concentrations. The analysis of water quality and flow in the San Joaquin River has 
been supplemented in the Final EIS with the results from CALSIM II in Section 5. 

L-20-39 
The geohydrologic section of the western San Joaquin Valley (Figure 6-5) is modified from 
USGS publications reporting results from the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program. The USGS 
geohydrologic section was developed from previous USGS and DWR reports and new data 
collected as part of the San Joaquin Valley Drainage Program. 

The USGS reference for the original geohydrologic section is cited in the Draft EIS. The authors 
show that their section line extends from I-5 in the west to the San Joaquin River in the east; the 
section line is generally aligned with Panoche Creek. In this portion of the drainage study area, 
previous studies show that the Corcoran Clay extends westward as shown in the geohydrologic 
section of Figure 6-5. Belitz and Heimes (1990) show the presence of the Corcoran Clay at the 
western edge of this section. South of the section line location are some areas where the 
Corcoran Clay does not extend as far west. 

L-20-40 
Existing conditions for groundwater are those conditions occurring in 2001, whereas the No 
Action Alternative defines conditions through the planning time frame if drainage service is not 
provided to the San Luis Unit. Under No Action, a mix of permanently retired lands and lands 
retired through the Westlands land acquisition program is assumed. The analysis recognizes that 
acquired lands can practice dryland farming or irrigate with non-CVP water (for example, local 
groundwater, transfer water, and so forth); for the Draft EIS, 10 percent of the acquired lands 
were assumed irrigated in any given year. Therefore, the No Action Alternative does not assume 
acquired lands are permanently retired. Furthermore, it is important to note in the analysis that 
land retirement, whether permanent or through the Westlands land acquisition program, were 
assumed to occur after 2001. Removal of any quantity of irrigated land after 2001 produces a 
beneficial effect relative to 2001 conditions. 

L-20-41 
Seepage through the evaporation basin bottom is under ponded conditions (unit gradient), and, 
therefore, determined by the assumed basin bottom vertical hydraulic conductivity (1 foot/year). 
Once past the pond bottom, water can continue moving vertically downward or move laterally 
away from the pond; if shallow water table conditions occur adjacent to the pond (depth to water 
less than 7 feet below land surface), a portion of the pond seepage can also be evaporated. 

Page 6-2 of the Draft EIS cites “the downward velocity of the poor quality groundwater at about 
0.6 foot/year” – no reference is made to drainwater – which is different from the seepage across 
the evaporation basin bottom. Specifically, the groundwater velocity is the average specific 
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discharge across the Corcoran Clay (0.27 foot/year) divided by the average porosity (0.42), 
which is 0.64 foot/year. 

Appendix E1, Section E1.2.4 does not reference a value for drainwater or groundwater velocity; 
however, Section E1.1.2 references 0.7 foot/year as the net vertical downward groundwater flow 
(not velocity) past the 50-foot aquifer depth. The vertical groundwater flow past the 50-foot 
depth is different from pond bottom seepage and groundwater velocity and, therefore, subtracting 
groundwater velocity from seepage rate does not equal “excess flow,” and any conclusions based 
on this calculation are incorrect. 

L-20-42 
Two models were used to evaluate the evaporation basins: a site groundwater-flow model 
assessed the extent of lateral seepage, and a geochemical model assessed groundwater quality 
changes. The site groundwater-flow model was developed from information provided by the 
USGS groundwater-flow model. Vertical and lateral boundary conditions are therefore reflective 
of the current understanding of the westside San Joaquin Valley geohydrology. The geochemical 
modeling assessed salinity changes in four 10-foot-depth intervals of the upper saturated 
groundwater system; it does not assume groundwater beneath the evaporation basins is 40 feet 
deep. The 40-foot analysis depth coincides with the estimated depth of water-quality changes 
beneath the basins during a 50-year operation period. Graphs showing changes in groundwater 
quality presented in the report indicate minimal changes at the 40-foot depth after 50 years. 
Therefore, extending the model to depths below 40 feet is unnecessary and would not provide 
additional information.  Substantial detail on the modeling is provided in Appendix E3. 

L-20-43 
The Draft EIS uses a maximum assumed seepage rate based on a unit gradient and saturated 
basin bottom vertical hydraulic conductivity (1 foot/year). The Draft EIS acknowledges that 
basin bottom vertical hydraulic conductivity most likely will decrease with time as a result of 
mineral coatings, swelling and dispersion, and so forth. The Draft EIS calculations are therefore 
considered conservative, and estimate maximum potential impacts attributed to maximum 
assumed seepage rates. Appendix E1 describes the modeling and the evaluation of lower seepage 
rates from the basins. Figure E1-2 in Appendix E1 shows the sensitivity of water quality impacts 
to reduced seepage rates. 

L-20-44 
The statement in Section 7.2.3.1 regarding the 65,000 acres in Westlands has been modified to 
include a reference to the full description of these lands presented in Section 2.2.1.2, which 
states: “The [Westlands Settlement Agreement] would allow these lands to come back into 
production if and when Reclamation provides drainage service.”  

L-20-45 
The Final EIS has been revised to indicate that the Sumner Peck and Britz lands are owned by 
Westlands. 
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L-20-46 
See Master Response ALT-N1 regarding assumptions for existing conditions and No Action. 

L-20-47 
See Response to Comment L-20-6. 

L-20-48 
Tables 7-6 through 7-13 present an accurate depiction of changes between No Action and 
existing conditions. Removal of 65,000 acres from irrigation under No Action is a large change 
compared to existing conditions. This analysis is consistent with the results of the impacts on 
agricultural production and economics shown in Section 12.  

L-20-49 
See Response to Comment L-20-37.  

L-20-50 
All project power currently being produced is fully subscribed. Therefore, any project power 
needed for additional drainage features would reduce the energy available to current power 
customers and would need to be replaced. It is not necessary to identify whether project power 
would be used to operate the drainage features in order to determine the impacts that would 
occur as a result of project-related energy use. Realistically, the regional energy impact can be 
described as the amount of energy (acquired on the spot market) needed to operate the project 
drainage facilities. 

L-20-51 
“Natural drainage” is the net outflow from the shallowest groundwater, which is percolating 
irrigation water that migrates past crop roots and, if present, tile drains. Page 6-2 of the Draft EIS 
cites “the downward velocity of the poor quality groundwater at about 0.6 foot/year.” No 
reference is made to drainwater. The groundwater velocity cited is the average specific discharge 
across the Corcoran Clay (0.27 foot/year) divided by the average porosity (0.42), which is 0.64 
foot/year. “Drainwater” is the water produced by tile drains, which is different from natural 
drainage and groundwater velocity. 

L-20-52 
Groundwater analysis indicates that, even with drainage, the level and quality of shallow 
groundwater improves relatively slowly. Soil salinity is affected to an important degree by salt 
moving up from the shallow groundwater, so if the shallow groundwater level and quality 
improves only slowly, soil salinity trends will reflect that. 

More importantly, the installation of drains is not the only difference in the comparison of 
conditions with drains versus without drains. The No Action Alternative analysis indicates that 
other important management costs must be incurred to keep the soil in a marginally productive 
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condition. Specifically, higher irrigation management costs are incurred, crop mix is restricted, 
and revenues are lower. 

For these reasons, the soil water-quality trend over time is only one of the indicators for judging 
agricultural impacts. The soil EC values shown in Table 12-4 are a better indicator of the 
improvement in soil conditions with drainage compared to no drainage. These EC changes allow 
for a much wider selection of crops and improved net crop revenues. Aggregate salt balance 
changes are also shown in Table 12-6, and overall benefits to crop net revenues are shown in 
Table 12-7. The interaction and importance of these indicators is discussed in Section 12. 

L-20-53 
See Response to Comment L-20-52. 

L-20-54 
The comment questions whether the assumptions listed in Table 2.3-1 for the number of acres 
retired in Westlands for 2002 (20,518) are consistent with Section 13.1 of the Draft EIS, which 
states that as of 2001 approximately 100,000 acres were idle or fallowed in Westlands. Idle or 
fallow land is not necessarily retired land, and therefore the two values are not necessarily 
comparable.  

L-20-55 
The discussion in Section 17.2.3 has been modified to include the information provided in the 
comment. 

L-20-56 
The No Action Alternative assumes that more than 109,000 acres of the most affected lands 
would already be idled and out of production. The analysis indicates that remaining lands in the 
drainage-affected area could continue to be farmed, but at a restricted crop mix, lower revenues, 
and higher costs. 

It is extremely difficult to predict when and how much land might go out of production solely 
due to drainage conditions. Some lands in the drainage-impaired area have continued in 
production for many years without drainage service, though crop mix, revenues, and costs are 
affected. Decisions to idle land would be influenced by a combination of factors, including 
drainage conditions, water-supply availability, and economic conditions (e.g., crop prices and 
input costs). 

Section 12 of the Final EIS has been amended to describe how impacts would change if more 
land were idled under the No Action Alternative. 

L-20-57 
Two models were used to evaluate the evaporation basins: a site groundwater-flow model 
assessed the extent of lateral seepage, and a geochemical model assessed groundwater quality 
changes. The site groundwater-flow model was developed from information provided by the 
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USGS groundwater-flow model. Vertical and lateral boundary conditions are therefore reflective 
of the current understanding of the westside San Joaquin Valley geohydrology. The geochemical 
modeling assessed salinity changes in four 10-foot depth intervals of the upper saturated 
groundwater system; it does not assume groundwater beneath the evaporation basins is 40 feet 
deep. The 40-foot analysis depth coincides with the estimated depth of water-quality changes 
beneath the basins during a 50-year operation period. Graphs showing changes in groundwater 
quality presented in the report indicate minimal changes at the 40-foot depth after 50 years. 
Therefore, extending the model to depths below 40 feet is unnecessary and would not provide 
additional information.  Substantial detail on the modeling is provided in Appendix E3. 
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COMMENT L-21. WESTSIDE RESOURCE CONSERVATION DISTRICT, SARGE 
GREEN AND VASHECK CERVINKA 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-21 

L-21-1 
The purpose and need (Section 1.1) and objectives have been reviewed extensively and 
formulated with input from all cooperating agencies. Reclamation believes they are accurate and 
appropriate as written. 
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L-21-2 
Reclamation agrees with the comment that agriculture should be sustainable. For the purpose of 
this EIS, a 50-year planned period was selected. 

L-21-3 
Costs of salt handling and burial are included in the total project costs. 

L-21-4 
Previous recycling projects in the Northerly Area have demonstrated that with careful 
management of blended water EC, agriculture can be sustained. See Section 2.2.1.1 for a 
discussion of reuse facilities in operation since 2001.  

L-21-5 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

L-21-6 
In regard to whether drainwater at a given Se content would be discharged into evaporation 
basins, drainwater would be reused, and drainage from the reuse area would be treated and 
discharged to evaporation basins. Existing Se treatment data suggest that Se concentrations 
would be less than 10 mg/L in treated drainwater.  

L-21-7 
The economic evaluation is discussed in Section 17, and mitigation cost estimates are provided 
in Appendix O. 

L-21-8 
Se bioaccumulation and biological impacts are discussed in Sections 7.2 and 8.2 of the EIS. 

L-21-9 
See Master Response ALT-M1 in regard to project funding. 

L-21-10 
Reclamation analyzed drainage service as a Federal project pursuant to the San Luis Act. It is 
outside of the scope of this EIS to evaluate the potential actions of individual growers and to 
analyze for all future situations such as status of Federal funds. 
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L-21-11 
See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives. Costs 
and escalation factors for energy were developed based on accepted practices for Reclamation 
projects. 

L-21-12 
See Master Response EC-1 in regard to the economic analyses of the project alternatives. 

L-21-13 
Reclamation analyzed drainage service as a Federal project pursuant to the San Luis Act. It is 
outside of the scope of this EIS to evaluate the potential actions of individual growers and to 
analyze for all future situations such as status of Federal funds. 

L-21-14 
“No Action” is NEPA terminology and represents no action by the lead Federal agency to 
address the identified need.  We believe that “by the Bureau of Reclamation” is sufficiently 
implied. 

L-21-15 
The comment is noted. Ongoing programs in drainage and salinity management were considered 
in the development of the project alternatives. 

L-21-16 
On-farm reuse was considered but not incorporated directly into the drainage service alternatives 
for several reasons. The purpose of the project, as described in Section 1.1, is to provide 
agricultural drainage service to the San Luis Unit and the general area. Reclamation has no 
authority, mechanism, or desire to dictate cropping decisions or on-farm management decisions 
to individual farmers. Reclamation determined reasonable source control that districts and 
farmers could be expected to accomplish, without impairment to agricultural productivity, and 
the quantity of drainwater accepted into the drainage system is limited to that determined 
necessary to maintain salt and water balance in the root zone of irrigated lands. Farmers and 
districts can choose to implement source control actions, including on-farm reuse, as appropriate, 
given individual conditions and circumstances. Additionally, a significant advantage of regional 
reuse is the greater control, and cost savings, for management and monitoring in fewer locations. 

L-21-17 
Costs for drainwater pipelines to reuse areas are included in the project cost estimate. Also see 
Master Responses GEN-1 and SW-15. 
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L-21-18 
See Response to Comment L-21-16. 

L-21-19 
Section 2.3.2.3 lists a variety of crops that would be considered suitable for any reuse area. 
Specific directives about which crop types should be grown are not intended but are left up to the 
management of each reuse facility. Adaptive management would allow changes in crops in 
response to salinity or economic conditions in the future. Tree varieties are included in Section 
2.3.2.3 as a part of the potential crop mix. 

L-21-20 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

L-21-21 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

L-21-22 
Reclamation considered a variety of treatment methods to concentrate salts in the drainwater and 
selected the one that best fit the project needs for inclusion in the Draft EIS. Reuse areas 
accomplish the salt concentration objectives stated in the comments. Reclamation believes that 
biotreatment is the best method for Se treatment. 

L-21-23 
Valley crops do not have adequate capacity to control Se through enrichment. Drainage service 
alternatives include improved irrigation efficiencies and evaporation basin designs that minimize 
attraction to wildlife. See Appendices G and J for a description of design and management 
measures that will be used to minimize impacts to wildlife. See Master Response ALT-T1 for a 
discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

L-21-24 
Reclamation agrees with the comment. As stated in Section 1.1, the purpose of the proposed 
project is to provide agricultural drainage service to achieve a long-term sustainable salt and 
water balance needed to ensure sustainable agriculture in the San Luis Unit and the region. 
Farmland resources, including Prime and Unique Farmlands and Farmlands of Statewide 
Importance, are discussed in Section 13 and Appendix I of the EIS. 

L-21-25 
Appraisal-level designs in the EIS are limited in some technical details, as discussed in Master 
Response GEN-1. Final designs for drainage service will consider using solar-powered pumps. 
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L-21-26 
See Response to Comment L-21-19. 

L-21-27 
The drainwater reuse areas are expected to be developed with a variety of crop types. 
Management of each reuse area would be flexible enough to adapt to changes in crop types to fit 
water use requirements or provide economic return to offset reuse operations cost. Salt-tolerant 
crops that have large irrigation water demands would make up the bulk of the crop types because 
they can use up drainwater without requiring a large land area (reuse size). 

L-21-28 
See Response to Comment L-21-27. 

L-21-29 
See Master Response ALT-M1 in regard to project funding. 

L-21-30 
The comment is noted. 
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COMMENT L-22. BANTA-CARBONA IRRIGATION DISTRICT, DAVID 
WEISENBERGER 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-22 

L-22-1a 
 The comment is noted.  Mitigation for any past harm is not the subject of this EIS.  Mitigation 
for future effects is included (see Section 20 and Appendix O). 

L-22-1b 
See Master Response SW-1 regarding the analysis of impacts of the alternatives on San Joaquin 
River water quality and quantity. 

L-22-2 - 4 
 The requested change in the purpose and need discussion (Section 1.1) does not directly arise 
from the Federal action to provide drainage service to the San Luis Unit.  It should be noted that 
the EIS has been supplemented to include an analysis of the change in flow in the San Joaquin 
River at Vernalis as a result of the No Action and action alternatives (see Section 5.2).  No 
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significant changes in flow of the San Joaquin River at Vernalis were found for any action 
alternatives compared to No Action.  

L-22-5 
 The PFR describes drainage rates and preliminary flows in Section 3.1. Groundwater modeling 
and agricultural productivity were used to evaluate on-farm, in-district, and regional drainage 
facilities. If one farmer installs drains but a neighbor does not, the farmer with the installed 
drains will be collecting more drainwater in his system at a different rate than if all farmers 
installed drains. The in-district system provided by Reclamation would still be collecting the 
total drainage. 

L-22-6 
The fate of Northerly Area drainage and whether it will continue to be discharged into the San 
Joaquin River depends upon the chosen alternative. See Section 2 of the Final EIS for a 
description of each alternative. 

L-22-7 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. In addition, 
Appendices D4 and D5 include updated water quality modeling to assess changes in the river 
compared to existing conditions. It should be noted that the No Action Alternative and all of the 
action alternatives will have similar effects on the San Joaquin River due to removal of the 
Grassland Bypass Project discharge from the river following expiration of the Use Agreement in 
2009. Also see Master Response SW-16. 

L-22-8 
The PFR describes drainwater reduction optimization and various drainwater reduction options 
in Section 3.2.1. Since on-farm reduction options are not a Federal action, the specific farmers’ 
actions cannot be certain. However, the net results of those actions must comply with the 
drainage rate restrictions placed on the system by Reclamation. Flows were estimated and 
analyzed for each alternative. Section 3.2.2 of the PFR shows that choosing drainwater reduction 
scenarios is an iterative process since each measure can affect another measure (i.e., irrigation 
system improvements reduce the need for seepage reduction). The most cost-effective scenario 
of drainage reduction was used for each alternative, and effects were analyzed for each 
alternative in the EIS. 

L-22-9 
Results of the analysis of changes in San Joaquin River flows are presented in Section 5.2.  
Compared to No Action, the action alternatives did not have a significant effect on flows in the 
San Joaquin River at Vernalis. 
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L-22-10 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response 
SW-16 for additional information. 

L-22-11 
Section 5 has been updated with additional CALSIM II modeling information regarding impacts 
to the water quality and quantity in the San Joaquin River due to changes in the Grassland 
Bypass Project discharges. As a part of the development of CALSIM II, assumptions regarding 
probable future projects were included to reflect changes in water system demand, system 
operation rules, and infrastructure improvements expected to occur by 2030. Also see Master 
Response SW-16. 

L-22-12 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response 
SW-16 for additional information. 

L-22-13 
Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 of the Final EIS have been revised to include results from 
CALSIM II modeling of the changes in flow and EC in the San Joaquin River. 

L-22-14 
See Master Response SW-16 in regard to the TMDL modeling described in Section 5.2.2 and the 
San Joaquin River data used in that modeling. 

L-22-15 - 17 
 Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 have been revised to include CALSIM II modeling of flow and 
EC in the San Joaquin River.  See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin 
River flows.  

L-22-18 
 No significant impacts to flow were found for the action alternatives as compared to the No 
Action Alternative.  Therefore, no impacts to water rights holders are expected. 

L-22-19 - 24 
As the commenter noted, historical monthly discharges from the GDA were modified to comply 
with TMDLs during a 9-year flow record even though the TMDLs had not been approved. The 
program to implement TMDLs in the San Joaquin River was adopted by the Regional Board in a 
1996 Basin Plan Amendment for the Control of Agricultural Subsurface Drainage Discharges. 
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Included in this program is a compliance time schedule for meeting the four-day average and 
monthly mean water quality objectives for selenium. To evaluate future scenarios, Reclamation 
assumed that the compliance time schedule would be met. The discharges were modified because 
reducing flow is the only way to meet the TDML if water quality is to remain the same.  

The assumption that the GDA discharge would meet salt and boron TMDLs has been removed 
due to the uncertain regulatory status of these TMDLs.  Revised modeling assumed compliance 
with the Se TMDLs that have been approved.  Also see Master Response SW-16. 

L-22-25 
The comment states that because project implementation will be phased, San Joaquin River 
water quality and flows should be analyzed to show both incremental and long-term effects. See 
Master Responses CUM-1, SW-17, and SW-1. 

L-22-26 
Reclamation believes the environmental analysis in the Final EIS supports the conclusions stated 
in all sections. Mitigation is described in Section 20 of the Final EIS.  

L-22-27 
See Master Response SW-16 in regard to evaluating the effects of drainage reduction measures 
and reuse facilities on San Joaquin River flows. 

L-22-28 - 30 
See Responses to Comment L-22-18 and L-22-26.  
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COMMENT L-23. SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING 
AND BUILDING, ELLEN CARROLL 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-23 

L-23-1 
Without more information on the perceived “inadequacies,” no response is possible. Specific 
comments on the Draft EIS from this comment are addressed in subsequent responses. The Final 
EIS includes a policy consistency analysis in Section 4. 

L-23-2 
The impact analysis for the Ocean Disposal Alternative is considered adequate for an appraisal-
level comparison of alternatives, as discussed in Master Response GEN-1.  For additional 
information about effects from the Ocean Disposal Alternative, see Master Responses SW-8 
through SW-13 and SE-1. 

L-23-3 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-23-4 
The public review period, which extended from June 2, 2005, to September 1, 2005, exceeded 
the minimum time requirements set forth by NEPA and is sufficient for a review of the EIS. 

L-23-5 
Impacts to the ocean environment are disclosed to the same level of detail as other project 
alternatives. The analysis provides adequate information for a comparison of impacts among 
alternatives. See Master Responses SW-8 through SW-11 and SE-1. 
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L-23-6 
See Master Responses SW-8, SW-13, SW-9, SE-1, and SW-10 regarding the effects of the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. Note that the Draft EIS analysis did not indicate a significant impact 
to fisheries; therefore, no economic impact is expected to result. 

L-23-7 
Land acquisition and right-of-way costs were estimated and included in the construction costs of 
all alternatives in the Draft EIS. Economic impacts to landowners along pipeline routes would be 
compensated through land acquisition and right-of-way payments. 

L-23-8 
Land acquisition and right-of-way payments include compensation to landowners per established 
Reclamation policies and practices. Pipeline spills and breaks are not considered reasonably 
foreseeable circumstances (see Master Response GEN-3). 

L-23-9, 10 
See Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 in regard to the potential for pipeline failure. 

L-23-11 
See Master Responses GEN-1 in regard to cost estimates for the Ocean Disposal Alternative and 
GEN-3 in regard to the analysis of pipeline failure impacts. 

L-23-12 
The descriptions of the affected environment in Sections 5 and 7 have been revised to include 
additional information for the Ocean Disposal Alternative.  Also see Master Responses SW-8, 
SW-10, and SW-12.   

L-23-13 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the project description for the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative and Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 for a discussion of the pipeline impact 
analysis. If the pipeline had to be emptied for maintenance, most of it would either be drained to 
the ocean or drained within the pipeline. The pipeline operators may need tanks or tanker trucks 
to hold/transport the drainwater. Strategically located sectionalizing valves may be needed to 
decrease the drainwater being evacuated. Drainwater would not be discharged to a nearby 
stream. 

L-23-14, 15 
See Master Response SW-15. The use of catch basins or off-site storage areas is not envisioned 
at this time. 
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L-23-16 
An extensive 3-dimensional analysis of ocean current dynamics was not conducted as part of the 
EIS analysis, as it was the judgment of the EIS preparers that this detailed level of analysis was 
not warranted (see Master Response GEN-1). However, it is important to note that a substantial 
quantity of ocean current data was collected and utilized in the EIS analysis. Temperature, 
salinity, and current velocity data were gathered from four sources to form the basis of the 
discharge diffusion analysis (see Section 5.2.2.1, page 5-52; note that over 200,000 data points 
were analyzed). These data indicated that currents in the vicinity of the proposed outfall location 
would afford substantial effluent dilution, and that the location would not be a “closed ocean 
current cell” that would lead to high localized concentrations. It is also instructive to note that 
rough estimates suggest that “stagnant” conditions–i.e., conditions under which current speeds 
are less than 0.02 meter per second–occur in the diffuser vicinity only 1 percent of the time, and 
for durations of around 1 hour (though in some cases up to 3 hours). This rough estimate is based 
on analysis of acoustic Doppler current profiler (ADCP) data at the NOAA Point San Luis 
station for the years 1997-2002. This further analysis bolsters the claim that the diffuser would 
not be located in a “closed ocean current cell.” If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were chosen as 
the preferred alternative in the Record of Decision, a more detailed analysis of local ocean 
currents would be conducted. 

L-23-17 
Differences between ambient and effluent temperatures are relatively small; therefore, there 
would be no noticeable thermal changes that might affect the offshore environment. See Master 
Response SW-14 for additional discussion of thermal changes under the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative. 

L-23-18 
Since the thermal change is predicted to be negligible outside the zone of initial dilution (ZID) 
(see Response to Comment L-23-17), there would be no noticeable thermally induced impact on 
the marine environment surrounding the discharge. See Master Response SW-14 for a discussion 
of how changes in temperature within the ZID could affect the marine environment. 

L-23-19 
It is unlikely that any invasive species that are not already carried by the San Joaquin River, or 
any other stream outfalling in the ocean, would be carried from the San Luis Unit to the ocean 
outfall via pipeline.  

L-23-20 
See Master Response SW-11 regarding the potential for the Ocean Disposal Alternative to 
stimulate algal blooms. 

L-23-21 
See Master Responses SW-13 and SW-11. 
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L-23-22, 23 
See Master Response GEN-1 in regard to the level of detail of the pipeline route. If the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility and final 
design studies would provide more detailed information about effects to special-status species 
and other biological resources in the pipeline vicinity. 

L-23-24 
The comment is noted. Impacts that would result from construction of the Ocean Disposal 
Alternative pipeline have been considered and weighed by Reclamation during the preferred 
alternative selection process. The Draft EIS was prepared at the appraisal level of design, which 
means that the final route and exact location of the pipeline would not be determined unless the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration and subject to a feasibility-
level design assessment. Therefore, a detailed environmental review of the specific pipeline 
location is not being considered at this time. The Draft EIS provided adequate information on the 
environmental impacts of the project to facilitate the selection of the preferred alternative. If the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative were advanced for further consideration, additional environmental 
review would be conducted as necessary. 

L-23-25 
Impacts to archeological resources will be addressed after a preferred alternative is selected, the 
alignment is inventoried, and identified cultural resources are evaluated for inclusion in the 
National Register of Historic Places. If historic properties are adversely affected, a memorandum 
of agreement (MOA) would be negotiated among Reclamation, SHPO, and other consulting 
parties about stipulations to mitigate adverse effects. 

L-23-26 
See Master Response SW-6 in regard to treatment of drainwater and associated costs under the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. 

L-23-27 
Potential effects of geologic hazards on the Ocean Disposal Alternative are discussed in Section 
9.2.8. Seismic effects on the Ocean Disposal Alternative pipeline from the San Andreas or other 
faults can be made negligible with adequate mitigation and construction according to current 
codes and state-of-the-practice techniques, as discussed in Sections 9.2.8 and 9.2.12. With 
construction based on adequate design criteria, the effects of pipeline failure can be minimized. 
See Master Responses GEO-1, GEO-2, and GEO-3 for additional discussion of seismic activity, 
surface disruption, and mitigation of geologic hazards, respectively. 

L-23-28 
See Master Responses GEN-3 and SW-15 for discussion of impact analysis and planning for the 
Ocean Disposal Alternative. 
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L-23-29 
See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of treatment technologies. 

L-23-30 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-23-31 
See Response to Comment L-23-23. 

L-23-32, 33 
See Master Responses SW-10 and SE-1. 

L-23-34 
See Master Response GEN-3 in regard to the potential for pipeline failure. 

L-23-35 
Reclamation performed an adequate analysis of impacts to air resources. A quantitative analysis 
using numeric modeling was not necessary to assess impacts. See Master Response AIR-1 in 
regard to emissions estimates for construction activities. 

L-23-36 
The project area is within the jurisdiction of the San Joaquin Valley Air Pollution Control 
District. As such, District-recommended Regulation VIII mitigation measures for construction 
emissions were included in the EIS (Tables 11-11 and 11-12). See Master Response GEN-1. 

L-23-37 
In accordance with Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act and related California laws, site-
specific cultural resource field surveys are not required at this stage of environmental review. 
These surveys would be conducted for the preferred alternative during engineering design. 
Mitigation can only be determined once historic properties are identified and Reclamation makes 
a determination of effect for historic properties within the area of potential effect. Specific 
mitigation measures will be determined through negotiation of a MOA, as noted in the Response 
to Comment L-23-25. Cultural resources and human remains will be considered if they are 
encountered. As described in Section 15.1.1, State law must be followed in the event that human 
remains are found during project activities. Reclamation Directives and Standards, 36 CFR Part 
800, and State law have provisions to address the discovery of cultural resources during 
construction activities. 
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L-23-38 
Aesthetic effects associated with construction and operation of the pumping plants and support 
facilities were found to be moderate and permanent. None of the effects was found to be 
significant. However, as stated in Section 2.8.1, the facilities would be designed to comply with 
applicable regulations. For example, within the coastal zone, the counties in which project 
facilities would be constructed would review the facilities’ design for compliance with California 
Coastal Commission regulations. Other local jurisdictions may have similar requirements. 

L-23-39 
See Master Response GEN-3 in regard to the potential for pipeline failures. 

L-23-40 
If the Ocean Disposal Alternative were selected as the preferred alternative, additional feasibility 
and final design studies would provide more detailed information about impacts to species in the 
outfall vicinity. As stated in Master Response SW-13, water quality impairment of the MBNMS 
is unlikely given its distance from the outfall and the rapid dilution of effluent that occurs 
immediately after discharge.  

L-23-41 
See Master Responses REG-1 and REG-2 in regard to regulatory compliance for the Ocean 
Disposal Alternative and the need for CEQA compliance, respectively. 

L-23-42 
Consistency of the action alternatives with local policies is discussed in Section 4, Section 21, 
and Appendix L. 

L-23-43 
See Master Response REG-4 in regard to permit authority of the MBNMS. 

L-23-44 
No additional users of the Ocean Disposal Alternative conveyance have been identified.  
Additional users would require supplemental environmental documentation.  See Master 
Response CUM-1. 

L-23-45 
See Master Responses GEN-1 and MIT-2 in regard to the level of analysis presented in the Draft 
EIS and mitigation, respectively.  
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L-23-46 
The comment is noted. More extensive runoff controls are required for in-valley farmers than for 
coastal farmers. For example, no discharge of tailwater (surface return flow) is currently allowed 
in the Northerly Area. As discussed in the project description (Section 2), extensive source 
controls to minimize drainage production are also required. 

L-23-47 
Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the impact analyses to allow an adequate 
environmental review of the project alternatives. Mitigation cost estimates are provided in 
Appendix O of the Final EIS. 

L-23-48 
Reclamation has provided a sufficient level of detail in the baseline information, environmental 
setting, and project description for the Ocean Disposal Alternative to allow an adequate 
environmental review and comparison with other project alternatives. Mitigation cost estimates 
are provided in Appendix O of the Final EIS. 

L-23-49 
Responses to comments are provided in the Final EIS in accordance with NEPA. 

L-23-50 
The EIS was prepared according to NEPA requirements that require “reasonable research” 
needed to inform evaluations of environmental impacts. These studies and analyses are available 
in accordance with government policy.  

L-23-51 
Reclamation does not believe that additional public review of the Draft EIS is necessary or 
appropriate, as the Draft EIS meets the NEPA requirements for environmental analysis. 

L-23-52 
The comment is noted. 
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COMMENT L-24. LINNEMAN, BURGESS, TELLES, VAN ATTA, VIERRA, 
RATHMAN, WHITEHURST & KEENE ON BEHALF OF 
PANOCHE WATER DISTRICT, PANOCHE DRAINAGE 
DISTRICT, AND PACHECO WATER DISTRICT, DIANE V. 
RATHMAN 
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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, it is 
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not included in the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project 
and is available upon request. 

RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-24 

L-24-1 
This comment is a general summary of the specific comments included later in the commenter’s 
letter.  Responses to specific comments are provided below.  No response is necessary to this 
summary comment.   

L-24-2, 3 
See Master Response ALT-N1 regarding the use of 2001 information for existing conditions and 
assumptions used for the No Action Alternative. 

L-24-4 
Inclusion of the requested discussion in the Draft EIS is premature because no decision had been 
made on which alternative was to be implemented.  Such integration would take place during the 
final design phase, following preparation of the Feasibility Study and the request for funding. 

L-24-5 
Without more information about which tables are not supported in the text, no response is 
possible. Specific comments on the Draft EIS from this comment letter are addressed in 
subsequent responses. 

L-24-6 
Additional background information on entities within the Northerly Area has been added to 
Section 1.3.1. 

L-24-7 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative. 

L-24-8 
The comment is noted.  Including more acres requiring drainage service will serve to disclose 
more impacts than are likely to occur, thereby resulting in a conservative NEPA analysis.   

L-24-9, 10 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to project assumptions. 
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L-24-11 
See Response to Comment L-24-4. 

L-24-12 
See Master Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive management and monitoring 
and the evaluation of treatment technologies, respectively. 

L-24-13 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-24-14 
See Master Responses MIT-1 and ALT-T1, which discuss adaptive management and monitoring 
and the evaluation of treatment technologies, respectively. 

L-24-15 
Changes in existing conditions have occurred since 2001. However, for the purpose of the NEPA 
review and impact analysis, the existing conditions description used in the Draft EIS is adequate 
to assess impacts among project alternatives because the new projects that have occurred since 
2001 would serve to lessen the adverse impacts disclosed in the EIS, as discussed in Master 
Response ALT-N1. NEPA requires comparison to No Action. The description of existing 
conditions may be updated for subsequent CEQA documents.  

L-24-16 - 18 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative. 

L-24-19 
The EIS needs to make a determination of impacts with the information that is currently 
available, while recognizing that uncertainty exists and identifying specific sources of 
uncertainty. The EIS does not attempt to evaluate whether the San Joaquin River is currently a 
major contributor to elevated food-chain Se in the Delta or Bay, as such an evaluation is not the 
objective of the EIS. 

L-24-20 
The tables, text, and significance conclusions in Section 7 of the Final EIS have been revised for 
clarity and consistency. 

L-24-21 
See Master Response BIO-1 in regard to Appendix M of the Draft EIS. 
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L-24-22 
The recommended change to Table 1-2 has been made in the Final EIS.  

The change in projected acres needing drainage for the Northerly Area based on the 
improvements to irrigation efficiency that have occurred during EIS preparation was considered 
in the Feasibility Study. If an In-Valley Alternative is selected and funded, the number of acres 
needing drainage would be refined during the final design. For the purpose of environmental 
impacts evaluation, Reclamation has assumed that 45,000 acres will require service to provide a 
worst-case estimate of adverse environmental impacts. 

L-24-23 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-24-24 
“Drainwater reduction” is a general term applied to both drainwater prevention and recycling. 
Source control was included in the estimates of drainage service rates, and reuse of drainwater is 
a component of all action alternatives considered in the EIS. 

L-24-25 
The sentence “Future components of the Grassland Bypass Project have been incorporated into 
the action alternatives evaluated in this EIS, specifically expanded reuse, treatment, and disposal 
components” has been deleted from Section 1.4.1, revised to say “Westside Regional Drainage 
Plan” instead of “Grassland Bypass Project,” and moved to Section 1.4.5.  

L-24-26 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for existing conditions and the No 
Action Alternative. 

L-24-27 
On-farm, in-district activities assumed to take place under the No Action Alternative are 
presented in Section 2.2.1.3. Impacts from these actions are presented in the different resource 
sections.  

L-24-28 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative. 

L-24-29 
The text of Section 2.2.1.1 has been revised as indicated in the comment. 
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L-24-30 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to changes to the affected environment and existing 
conditions discussions.  

L-24-31 
The commenter pointed out that alternatives outlined in the Use Agreement could lead to a 
different discharge point for the Grasslands Drainage Area and neither Reclamation nor the 
Grassland Area Farmers have concluded that no possibility exists of a future Use Agreement or 
discharge of drainage. For the purpose of this NEPA analysis, none of the alternatives described 
in the Use Agreement are "reasonably foreseeable." 

L-24-32 
The facility identified in the comment was previously referenced on Page 2-2 of the Draft EIS. 
References to the GDA’s “In-Valley Treatment/Drainage Reuse Facility” have been changed to 
“existing Northerly Area reuse facilities” in the Final EIS.  

L-24-33 
The comment is noted. 

L-24-34 
Providing drainage for sump flows from Firebaugh Water District is in accordance with Section 
5 of the San Luis Act, which authorizes Reclamation to evaluate lands adjacent to the San Luis 
Unit for drainage service needs. 

L-24-35 
The drainage flow from the Firebaugh sumps was included in the design of project features and 
the environmental impacts analysis. 

L-24-36 
With the addition of water treatment and a disposal facility, the reuse sumps would be 
operational all year to pull the winter water table down and provide some underground space for 
groundwater storage. The installation of deep tile drains (at 10- to 11-foot depths) under the 
reuse area would provide additional groundwater storage space under the Westlands reuse sites. 
Due to the existing San Joaquin River Improvement Project drainage systems in the Northerly 
Area and partially due to the timing of inflows to reuse, only a part of the Northerly Area reuse 
site would have tile drains installed at deeper depths to provide a groundwater storage reservoir. 

L-24-37 - 39 
The segment of the Northerly Area that would contribute to the reuse area is considered to be a 
subset of this 81,000 acres. This distinction is important, since not all 81,000 (or 63,000) acres 
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have on-farm tile drains that produce drainwater to be reused. The current estimate for the 
contributing area is an existing 48,000 acres of tile-drained land plus approximately 6,000 
additional tile-drained acres. The ultimate size of the future reuse site would be based on 
estimated inflow from this tile-drained area. The estimated inflow would also be adjusted to 
include source control measures such as improved on-farm efficiency, recycling drainwater, and 
other ongoing drainage reduction measures. The area that would be served by reuse does not 
need to include recently fallowed districts such as Broadview, Eagle Field, or Mercy Springs. 

L-24-40 
The comment is noted. See Master Response ALT-T1 for a discussion of the evaluation of 
treatment technologies. 

L-24-41 
See Response to Comment L-24-20.  

L-24-42 
The summary necessarily uses general language. The analysis of Se bioaccumulation in Section 
8 presents appropriate detail and qualifications. 

L-24-43 
In the interest of developing as concise a document as possible, Reclamation has not repeated 
resource area impact summaries in sections where they were not developed.  

L-24-44 - 48 
Note that Table 2.13-2 was created for the Draft EIS and uses both NEPA-specific terminology 
and evaluation criteria (e.g., page 7-12).  As stated in Master Response BIO-2, the ESA Section 
7 consultation process for these species has been completed for the In-Valley Alternatives. 

L-24-49 
The comment is noted.  Section 5.1.2 has been revised to include a reference to the compliance 
schedule.  In addition, more recent data have been included.   

L-24-50 
Section 5.1.2 has been modified to clarify the contribution of salt and Se in irrigation supply 
water and from upslope stormwater runoff to the San Joaquin River.   

L-24-51 
See Response to Comment L-24-49. 
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L-24-52 
The text in Section 5.1.2.2 has been revised to clarify that the geometry of the Stockton 
Deepwater Ship Channel and discharges contributes to the low dissolved oxygen problem. 
Nutrients and discharges are already referenced in Section 5 of the EIS and it is not necessary to 
specify the many discharge sources. 

L-24-53 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative. 

L-24-54 
The reader comments that seepage impacts to the water quality in the San Joaquin River from the 
No Action Alternative are likely to be less than current discharges from the Grassland Bypass 
Project. The seepage is likely to affect channels draining to the Grassland wildlife and wetland 
areas and could adversely affect birds that use the areas. Section 5.2.3.2 of the Final EIS has 
been modified to indicate that under No Action, uncontrolled seepage would likely degrade 
Grassland wildlife management areas but improve water quality in Mud Slough and San Joaquin 
River due to removal of the Grassland Bypass Project discharge compared to existing conditions.  

L-24-55 
According to Section 5.2.4.1, construction effects of the In-Valley Disposal Alternative could 
include increased sediment in local creeks and waterways or soil erosion due to land disturbance, 
but that would be the case without permitting and required water erosion control mitigation 
measures (BMPs) that would be incorporated prior to construction activities as part of the 
required permits. Section 5.2.4.1 lists the permit requirements (the Construction General Permit 
99-08-DWQ and Section 404) that would include mitigation for erosion and sedimentation. 
Assuming that the permit requirements are satisfied, construction effects on surface water 
resources would not be significant. Construction would not take place on or along creeks or 
waterways. Without permitting and mitigation (BMPs), construction on agricultural parcels 
could cause sediment to be eroded from the soils and transported into creeks and waterways. 

L-24-56 
The comment is noted. Reclamation agrees that the In-Valley Disposal Alternative and the No 
Action Alternative will both have beneficial effects on San Joaquin River water quality 
compared to existing conditions (see Sections 5.2.3.2, 5.2.4.2, 5.2.5.2, 5.2.6.2, and 5.2.7.2).  

L-24-57 
The sentence cited in the comment has been changed to read: “For future projects, it was 
assumed that TMDLs for Se in the San Joaquin River Basin will be implemented under both the 
action and No Action alternatives.” 
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L-24-58 
The text has been modified to clarify the assumption that GDA discharges were not modeled 
assuming compliance with the TMDLs for salt and boron due to the uncertain regulatory status.  
However, note that compliance with the Se TMML will likely achieve compliance with the 
currently proposed TMDL for salt and boron.    

L-24-59 
The No Action Alternative would meet the Regional Board compliance time schedule for water 
quality objectives for the Grassland Bypass Project (Basin Plan 1998, Table IV-4, Compliance 
Time Schedule for Meeting the 4-day Average and Monthly Mean Water Quality Objective for 
Selenium); therefore, there would be GDA discharge through 2009. The In-Valley Disposal 
Alternative assumes that the GDA drainage will be disposed of in-valley. 

L-24-60 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-24-61 
The No Action Alternative defines conditions in the project area through the planning time frame 
if drainage service is not provided. No Action includes only regional treatment, conveyance, and 
disposal facilities that existed in 2001 or are authorized and funded projects. Section 6 states that 
irrigation is assumed to continue at existing recharge rates and after 2009 drainwater is no longer 
discharged to the river but instead managed within the GDA (Draft EIS page 6-14). Management 
actions could include increased irrigation management, recycling, or crop changes. Impacts to 
agricultural production due to lack of drainage disposal under No Action are described in Section 
12. 

L-24-62 
The No Action Alternative defines conditions in the project area through the planning time frame 
if drainage service is not provided. It represents existing conditions (2001) with limited 
management changes in the absence of Federal drainage service. No Action includes only 
regional treatment, conveyance, and disposal facilities that existed in 2001 or are authorized, 
funded projects. Planned projects as of 2004 (Exhibit A of Comment L-24) would not be 
included as part of the No Action Alternative. 

Note: Exhibit A, Grassland Drainage Area In-Valley Drainage Solutions Project Summary Brief 
(Summers Engineering, October 2004), is not a comment on the Draft EIS and therefore requires 
no response from Reclamation. Because it is not comment material, it is not included in the Final 
EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project and is available upon 
request. 
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L-24-63 
“Uncontrolled discharges” exist in the Northerly Area. These discharges are associated with the 
relatively deep, unlined open-channel collection system. The collection system adds yield in 
addition to what comes out of the subsurface drains. The additional yield may include aqueduct 
seepage, underground flows from the Coast Ranges, and upslope activities, as well as shallow 
groundwater seepage directly into the unlined channel, tailwater inflows, discharge from 
ricefields, and other flows originating within the Northerly Area. Uncontrolled discharge is any 
channel flow in addition to metered sump flow. Uncontrolled discharge was estimated by the 
difference between observed discharge to the San Joaquin River (by way of the Grassland 
Bypass Project) and measured Northerly Area sump discharge. Under existing and drainage 
project conditions, these discharges are controlled and managed as part of the Grassland Bypass 
Project. In contrast, under No Action conditions these discharges would continue but would no 
longer be managed after the Bypass Project expires. These assumptions and the potential effects 
are similar to those made as part of the Grassland Bypass Project EIR/EIS. 

 The effects of the No Action Alternative on groundwater resources compared with existing 
conditions are shown in Section 6.2.3. 

L-24-64 
See Response to Comment L-24-63. Section 6 of the Final EIS has been updated to include this 
definition of uncontrolled discharges. 

L-24-65 
Termination of existing discharge after 2009 refers to drainage management actions (i.e., the 
removal and discharge of subsurface water), whereas “irrigation system improvements and 
practices” refers to the application of water to grow crops. The No Action Alternative for the 
Northerly Area, therefore, assumes that water application practices remain the same, but 
drainage discharge (i.e., the Grassland Bypass Project) ceases. 

L-24-66 
Seepage from unlined water delivery canals contributes to groundwater recharge, which in turn 
may contribute to uncontrolled discharge (i.e., seepage into unlined drainage channels) as well as 
increased drainage sump flows and general shallow groundwater table conditions. As part of the 
action alternative assumptions, existing condition recharge rates are assumed to decrease as a 
result of source control measures designed to reduce groundwater recharge (seepage reduction 
from unlined water delivery canals, irrigation system improvements, and so forth). 

The recharge rates represent input data to the groundwater-flow model utilized to analyze 
changes in water table and groundwater storage conditions. In the Northerly Area, simulated 
groundwater recharge under project conditions is assumed to decrease 0.04 foot/year as a result 
of seepage reduction projects and an additional 0.10 foot/year as a result of irrigation system 
improvements. Under No Action conditions, it is assumed that no seepage reduction projects will 
occur and, therefore, the 0.04 foot/year of recharge that is removed for the action alternatives is 
replaced. 
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L-24-67 
Under No Action conditions, drainwater recycling continues at current levels and the planned 
reuse facility begins operations in 2005. However, no new seepage reduction projects are 
assumed to occur. Appendix E4, Table E4-4, Footnote b is intended to explain that recharge rates 
are reduced under the action alternatives as a result of seepage reduction projects (0.04 foot/year 
reduction owing to lining the unlined water delivery canals), and irrigation system improvements 
(0.10 foot/year). 

Recharge rates reported in Appendix E4 represent input data to the groundwater-flow model 
utilized to analyze changes in water-table depth, groundwater storage, and drainflow conditions. 
As drainflow is explicitly simulated by the model, there are no assumptions regarding drainflow 
quantities as a result of “drainwater reduction measures/drainage system buildup.” 

L-24-68 
When the Draft EIS was prepared, 2,200 acres of the reuse facility had already been planted, and 
another 500 acres were in the process of being planted; an additional 300 acres had subsurface 
drainage but had not yet been planted (3,000 acres of the total 4,000 acres planned). Without 
additional funding, the remainder of the 4,000 acres would not be planted and no additional 
subsurface drainage systems would be installed. In its condition at the time, the reuse facility 
could reduce drainage discharge needs by 7,200 AF (8,100 AF applied drainwater, of which 900 
AF would be discharged). Since the Draft EIS was prepared additional development has occurred 
on the San Joaquin River Improvement Project (the existing reuse area, SJRIP). Of the existing 
4,000 acres, only about 500 acres are currently fallow, with plans in the works to develop some 
of those fields in the near future. In 2005, almost 8,200 AF of drain water was reused on the 
SJRIP, along with 2,250 AF of supplemental fresh water. It is anticipated that two pump stations 
and pipelines will be constructed this spring that will allow for more drain water to be reused on 
the SJRIP. Panoche Drainage District estimates that it could reuse nearly 10,000 AF on the 
current planted acreage, given sufficient infrastructure. It should be noted these numbers 
continue to evolve over time. For the purpose of the environmental analysis, the assumptions 
regarding the projected increase in reuse area acreage and the reduction in drainwater for 
disposal are considered conservative. If additional reuse areas are not needed or if the reuse areas 
consume more drainwater than projected in the Draft EIS, environmental effects would be less 
than disclosed in the Draft EIS. However, these changes are not likely to change the significance 
of the impacts already disclosed in the Draft EIS. 

Appendix C cites 15,400 AF of uncontrolled discharge under “Current Recharge” conditions. 
Section 6 (page 6-15) of the Draft EIS erroneously cites 14,000 AF of uncontrolled discharge. 
This has been corrected to 15,400 AF in the Final EIS, which is the uncontrolled discharge rate 
under moderate reductions in recharge (Table C1-12). The different values cited in Section 6.2.2 
of the Draft EIS do not impact the conclusions of the groundwater analysis summarized in 
Section 6. 
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L-24-69 
Section 6 assumes that seepage reduction projects (i.e., lining of water delivery canals) decrease 
water-table recharge from canal seepage by 4,200 AF/year (see Draft EIS page 6-16). This 
assumption is consistent with the project description presented in Section 2. Seepage reduction 
projects and estimated benefits continue to evolve since the Draft EIS was developed. Panoche 
and Pacheco Water Districts have recently identified almost 20 miles of canals that they are 
interested in lining or piping. A number of seepage studies have been performed throughout the 
area with varied results, but the estimated average water loss to seepage is 2 AF/mile per day. 
Assuming a typical water run of 300 days, this seepage loss amounts to 12,000 AF/year in 
seepage reduction. The incentive to upgrade these delivery systems is driven by both the need to 
manage drainage and the recent increase in microirrigation systems, which require a more 
reliable supply system. If additional canal seepage reduction is identified as technically and 
economically beneficial during final planning/design/permitting, it will be considered for 
inclusion in the drainage management program as appropriate. 

L-24-70 
The Draft EIS assumes regional reuse facilities will be online by 2005 in both the Northerly and 
Westlands subareas; reuse areas are currently (October 2005) in operation in the Northerly 
subarea, but regional reuse areas are not yet operating in the Westlands subarea. 

 The Draft EIS analyzes groundwater impacts at the end of the 49-year analysis period, and the 
impacts are assessed relative to the No Action Alternative. A similar situation exists with the 
assumed installation dates for new drainage systems. The action alternatives assume that new 
drainage systems in the Westlands subarea begin to operate in 2005. However, no drainage 
systems have been installed as of October 2005. 

The actual year these projects come online is not critical to the Draft EIS analysis. Rather, the 
analysis depends on the relative impacts identified after a specified time following project 
implementation (in this case, impacts are compared after 45 years of reuse facility and new 
drainage system operation). 

L-24-71 
The groundwater analysis described in Section 6 assumed 6,000 acres of new drainage systems 
in the Grasslands Drainage Area randomly located within the presently undrained portions of the 
81,000-acre drainage-impaired area. The Grasslands Drainage Area (Northerly Area) includes 
the following water districts: Broadview, Camp 13, Charleston, Firebaugh, Pacheco, and 
Panoche (water district and drainage district). These numbers were provided to the project team 
by the Grassland Drainage Area Manager during the plan formulation phase of the project. The 
issue of how much additional land needs drainage also continues to evolve. New issues such as 
local and upslope land retirement and the recent installation of drip irrigation systems affect the 
estimated tiled acres and the actual number of acres may decrease from the originally estimated 
6,000 acres. Recent conversations with growers within Camp 13 Drainage District have indicated 
a desire to tile a significant portion of that ground, though an exact acreage has not been 
identified. For the purpose of the EIS, 6,000 acres is the maximum number of acres likely to be 
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tiled in the Northerly Area. If fewer acres were tiled, project costs and impacts would be less 
than identified in the Draft EIS. 

L-24-72 
Wellwater samples collected in Westlands Water District showed no systematic or significant 
change in constituent concentration levels during the period 1984 to 2002. The Draft EIS 
concluded that land retirement combined with the possible dilution of shallow groundwater by 
irrigation water in adjacent cropped areas may have had a beneficial effect on groundwater 
salinity. Specifically, land retirement resulted in water-level declines in 2002 relative to 1984, 
which probably reduced evaporative concentration of shallow groundwater. However, land 
retirement is not considered for the Northerly Area, and the estimated 10 percent groundwater 
salinity increase reflects conditions where land retirement is not implemented. This increase in 
salinity is the result of evaporative concentration of shallow groundwater in undrained areas. 

L-24-73 
The comment is noted. Revisions have been made to address these issues in Section 7 of the 
Final EIS. 

L-24-74 
Section 7.2 of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate that the analysis was conducted at the 
appraisal level and presents a worst-case scenario of potential effects.   

L-24-75 
See Master Response ALT-N1 in regard to assumptions used for the No Action Alternative. 

L-24-76 
Section 5.2.3 describes impacts to surface water resources for the No Action Alternative. Also 
see Section 6.2.3, which states that the undrained area underlain by the shallow water table 
would increase to 74 square miles (a net increase of 5 square miles) and result in an increase of 
seepage into canals. 

L-24-77 
The comment is noted. Uncertainties in the bioaccumulation analysis are described in Section 8 
and Appendix G.  

L-24-78 
The EIS assumes the worst-case scenario. Since only appraisal-level site plans for facilities are 
available and mapping of wetland features has not been completed, the project could potentially 
significantly impact these resources based on the significance criteria established in Section 
7.2.1.2.  



Appendix P5 
Local Agency Comments and Responses 

SLDFR Final EIS App_P5_Local  P5-159 

L-24-79 
The referenced section should be 8.2.4.2, as stated in the comment. This correction has been 
made in the Final EIS.  

L-24-80, 81 
Section 7 of the EIS has been revised to avoid conclusionary statements and now refers to 
potential effects on special-status species as “may have significant effects” as the comment 
suggests.  Additionally, Tables 7-6 through 7-13 have been revised to include a note concerning 
the formal consultation for listed species that may be adversely affected.  See Master Response 
BIO-2 for information regarding ESA consultation. 

L-24-82 
The requested change to Section 7.2.4.3 is not needed. The facility operations would have not 
have significant effects on special-status species; however, the construction of the facilities 
would have significant effects on special-status species. The requested change would contradict 
Reclamation’s impact analysis. 

L-24-83 
Section 7.2.11 has been revised to reflect the assumption that activities were included in the 
cumulative analysis if they were deemed “reasonably foreseeable” and, as such, the analysis may 
present a worst-case scenario of potential effects if additional beneficial actions are undertaken 
apart from those already considered.   

L-24-84 
These issues have been clarified in the Final EIS. Also see Master Response ALT-N1 regarding 
existing conditions. 

L-24-85 
Reclamation disagrees with the comment. Implementation of the Westside Regional Drainage 
Plan is not "reasonably foreseeable" based on the uncertainties of funding. 

L-24-86 
See Response to Comment L-24-85. 

L-24-87 
The Final EIS has been revised to reflect these issues. 
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L-24-88 
Both locations cited in the comment disclose the possibilities of significant unavoidable adverse 
effects to wintering waterbirds. These conclusions are consistent with documented effects at 
other evaporation facilities within the study area. 

L-24-89 
See Response to Comment L-24-76. 

L-24-90 
See Master Response ALT-N1 regarding existing conditions. Because this document is an EIS, 
not an EIR, we are not concluding significance according to the CEQA baseline (hence the use 
of adverse affects instead of significant adverse affects). 

L-24-91 
The comment is noted. Table 7-7 remains as presented with regard to references to Section 8. 
However, Tables 7-7 through 7-13 have been modified to include a note in the table headings for 
Federally listed special-status species to indicate the status of the ESA consultation with the 
Service. In addition, text describing the findings of the Service consultation has been added to 
Section 7 where appropriate. Also see Master Response BIO-2 with regard to ESA consultation.  

L-24-92 
As suggested by this comment, the following phrase has been added after “Appendix G” in the 
final sentence of the first paragraph of Section 8: “which examines the potential for adverse 
ecological effects to avian receptors from evaporation basins.” 

L-24-93 
The Affected Environment discussion that appears in Section 8.1 and every other resource area 
section is required under NEPA to allow an understanding of the resources that may be impacted 
by the project. Representative data on Se concentrations in bird eggs were taken from peer-
reviewed documents located in the scientific literature. 

L-24-94 
The statement that this comment refers to appears to be made in reference to Se bioavailability in 
open ocean environments. Cutter and Cutter (2004) cite Cutter and Bruland (1984) and Cutter 
and Cutter (1998) to support this statement, and both of those references pertain to studies 
conducted in deep open ocean environments with conditions very different than the estuarine 
environment of the San Francisco Bay-Delta. 
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L-24-95 
A discussion of recently collected data on Se in sturgeon has been added to Section 8.1.4; 
however, considerable uncertainty exists in the factors that affect Se bioaccumulation in 
particular species the Bay-Delta.  

L-24-96 
The following language has been added to Section 8.2.1, last paragraph: “Because considerable 
uncertainty exists in how Se bioaccumulation in the Bay-Delta will change under No Action 
conditions due to changes in the food web, hydrology, etc., baseline conditions are used to 
represent the No Action Alternative.” 

L-24-97 
As suggested in this comment, the following language has been added to the introductory 
paragraph of Section 8.2.2: “Most of the criteria and parameters used in this assessment are 
intended to provide a conservative (high-end) evaluation of potential effects. Uncertainties are 
discussed in Section 8.2.2.6.” The uncertainties discussion in Section 8.2.2.6 will remain in its 
present location to maintain consistent document structure. 

L-24-98 
Comment noted.  No response necessary. 

L-24-99 
The note below Table 8-2 reads “Note: Post-treatment Se concentrations at final project buildout 
were used in this analysis. For the Public Draft EIS, an additional analysis should be conducted 
to evaluate initial effluent conditions.” This footnote is an error and has been deleted from the 
Final EIS; it was inadvertently placed here and is not related to Table 8-2, which presents dietary 
compositions for bird categories. It was determined that the EIS will consider the worst-case 
condition for effluent, which occurs at final buildout. 

L-24-100 
In the absence of information to predict changes in speciation in the Bay-Delta due to projected 
Se discharges, the EIS analysis assumes that Se speciation and bioaccumulation rates in the Bay-
Delta would remain consistent with historical conditions. As discussed in Section 8.2.26, this 
assumption is identified as an uncertainty in the results. 

L-24-101 
SPM, suspended particulate matter, is defined in Section 8.1 (Draft EIS page 8-1). 

L-24-102, 103 
Comment noted.  No response necessary. 
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L-24-104 
See Master Response GW-2 regarding the uptake of Se from soils. A discussion of data from 
Panoche Drainage District has been added to Section 8.1.5.  The suggested rewording of Section 
8.2.4.2 was considered, and it was determined that the original language should be retained.  The 
EIS must make a determination of project effects in the absence of mitigation. 

L-24-105 
The comment expresses concern that the determination of significant effects to the American 
peregrine falcon is a “worst-case” scenario, and points out that “birds of prey showing elevated 
Se recovered fully when fed a diet with normal Se concentration.” However, as noted in Section 
8.2.4.2, one of the birds recovered was found in a condition too weak too fly, and it is possible 
that both birds would have died in the absence of intervention. While it is not certain that these 
birds were poisoned by Se, it is possible that (given the size of the proposed evaporation basins) 
falcons could obtain a substantial percentage of their prey from evaporation basins. Given the 
lack of conclusive data, the EIS errs on the side of caution in determination of significant effects. 

L-24-106 
The statement cited in the comment refers to the general location of the drainage-impaired lands 
on which all proposed facilities would be located (see Figure 2.4-1), in relation to natural 
grassland areas where the predominance of recent kit fox observations have been concentrated.  
Although the vast majority of kit fox observations have occurred in the foothill grasslands west 
and northwest of the project area, it is anticipated that existing barriers to kit fox travel (the I-5 
corridor, the California Aqueduct, and the expanses of intensively managed non-impaired 
croplands upslope of the drainage-impaired lands) would continue to severely restrict kit fox 
entry from the west into sites that have been proposed for in-valley disposal facilities.  Kit fox 
entry from the east, particularly from adjacent natural habitat in the Grasslands and Mendota 
areas, would continue to be much less restricted, particularly if large areas are retired or less 
intensively farmed as a result of project implementation.  At present, the potential for future kit 
fox use of individual reuse facility sites has not been quantitatively evaluated; however, based on 
their general proximity and connectivity to suitable grasslands, potential kit fox use of proposed 
facilities in the Northerly Area and Westlands North would be most likely.   

L-24-107 
The text referenced in the comment has been revised to clarify that habitat for these species does 
not exist in the area of the In-Valley Alternative facilities. 

L-24-108 
It is assumed that the comment intended to refer to Section 8.2.8.3. The commenter is correct in 
that both the No Action and action alternatives result in removal of drainwater from the San 
Joaquin River. The Draft EIS will be revised to omit the reference to this benefit as resulting 
from any action alternative. 
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L-24-109 
Field drainage rates do not include “uncontrolled discharges,” which are included in the 0.54 
AF/tiled acre rate.  Uncontrolled discharges exist in the Northerly Area. These discharges are 
associated with the relatively deep, unlined open-channel collection system. The collection 
system adds yield in addition to what comes out of the subsurface drains. The additional yield 
may include aqueduct seepage, underground flows from the Coast Ranges, and upslope 
activities, as well as shallow groundwater seepage directly into the unlined channel, tailwater 
inflows, discharge from ricefields, and other flows originating within the Northerly Area. 
Uncontrolled discharge is any channel flow in addition to metered sump flow. Uncontrolled 
discharge was estimated by the difference between observed discharge to the San Joaquin River 
(by way of the Grassland Bypass Project) and measured Northerly Area sump discharge. Under 
existing and drainage project conditions, these discharges are controlled and managed as part of 
the Grassland Bypass Project. 

L-24-110, 111 
See Master Response ALT-N1. 

L-24-112 
The terminology in Section C1.1.5 has been revised as recommended in the comment. 

The appraisal-level designs and implementation schedule in the EIS are adequate for the 
evaluation of alternatives. Subsequent, more detailed designs and schedules will consider the 
potential of a 5-year lag between reuse implementation and construction of treatment and 
disposal facilities. 

L-24-113 
Comment noted.  No response necessary. 

L-24-114 - 119  
See Master Response BIO-1 in regard to Appendix M of the Draft EIS. 
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COMMENT L-25. HERUM CRABTEE BROWN (FOR PATTERSON IRRIGATION 
DISTRICT), JOHN SWEIGARD 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-25 

L-25-1 
See Master Response SW-1 regarding the analysis of impacts of the alternatives on San Joaquin 
River water quality and quantity. 

L-25-2 - 4 
The requested change in the purpose and need discussion (Section 1.1) does not directly arise 
from the Federal action to provide drainage service to the San Luis Unit.  It should be noted that 
the EIS has been supplemented to include an analysis of the change in flow in the San Joaquin 
River at Vernalis as a result of the No Action and action alternatives (see Section 5.2).  No 
significant changes in flow of the San Joaquin River at Vernalis were found for any action 
alternatives compared to No Action. 

L-25-5 
The PFR describes drainage rates and preliminary flows in Section 3.1. Groundwater modeling 
and agricultural productivity were used to evaluate on-farm, in-district, and regional drainage 
facilities. If one farmer installs drains but a neighbor does not, the farmer with the installed 
drains will be collecting more drainwater in his system at a different rate than if all farmers 
installed drains. The in-district system provided by Reclamation would still be collecting the 
total drainage. 
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L-25-6 
The fate of Northerly Area drainage and whether it will continue to be discharged into the San 
Joaquin River depends upon the chosen alternative. See Section 2 of the Final EIS for a 
description of each alternative. 

L-25-7 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. In addition, 
Appendices D4 and D5 include updated water quality modeling to assess changes in the river 
compared to existing conditions. It should be noted that the No Action Alternative and all of the 
action alternatives will have similar effects on the San Joaquin River due to removal of the 
Grassland Bypass Project discharge from the river following expiration of the Use Agreement in 
2009. Also see Master Response SW-16. 

L-25-8 
The PFR describes drainwater reduction optimization and various drainwater reduction options 
in Section 3.2.1. Since on-farm reduction options are not a Federal action, the specific farmers’ 
actions cannot be certain. However, the net results of those actions must comply with the 
drainage rate restrictions placed on the system by Reclamation. Flows were estimated and 
analyzed for each alternative. Section 3.2.2 of the PFR shows that choosing drainwater reduction 
scenarios is an iterative process since each measure can affect another measure (i.e., irrigation 
system improvements reduce the need for seepage reduction). The most cost-effective scenario 
of drainage reduction was used for each alternative, and effects were analyzed for each 
alternative in the EIS. 

L-25-9 
Results of the analysis of changes in San Joaquin River flows are presented in Section 5.2.  
Compared to No Action, the action alternatives did not have a significant effect on flows in the 
San Joaquin River at Vernalis. 

L-25-10 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response 
SW-16 for additional information. 

L-25-11 
Section 5 has been updated with additional CALSIM II modeling information regarding impacts 
to the water quality and quantity in the San Joaquin River due to changes in the Grassland 
Bypass Project discharges. As a part of the development of CALSIM II, assumptions regarding 
probable future projects were included to reflect changes in water system demand, system 
operation rules, and infrastructure improvements expected to occur by 2030. Also see Master 
Response SW-16. 
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L-25-12 
Section 5.1 of the Final EIS has been updated to reflect water quality and flow data for the San 
Joaquin River based on the most recent monitoring information available. See Master Response 
SW-16 for additional information. 

L-25-13 
Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 of the Final EIS have been revised to include results from 
CALSIM II modeling of the changes in flow and EC in the San Joaquin River.  

L-25-14 
See Master Response SW-16 in regard to the TMDL modeling described in Section 5.2.2 and the 
San Joaquin River data used in that modeling. 

L-25-15 - 17 
Section 5.2 and Appendix D2 have been revised to include CALSIM II modeling of flow and EC 
in the San Joaquin River.  See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin River 
flows.  

L-25-18 
No significant impacts to flow or EC were found for the action alternatives as compared to the 
No Action Alternative.  Therefore, no impacts to water rights holders are expected.  

L-25-19 - 24 
As the commenter noted, historical monthly discharges from the GDA were modified to comply 
with TMDLs during a 9-year flow record even though the TMDLs had not been approved. The 
program to implement TMDLs in the San Joaquin River was adopted by the Regional Board in a 
1996 Basin Plan Amendment for the Control of Agricultural Subsurface Drainage Discharges. 
Included in this program is a compliance time schedule for meeting the four-day average and 
monthly mean water quality objectives for selenium. To evaluate future scenarios, Reclamation 
assumed that the compliance time schedule would be met. The discharges were modified because 
reducing flow is the only way to meet the TDML if water quality is to remain the same. 

The assumption that the GDA discharge would meet salt and boron TMDLs has been removed 
due to the uncertain regulatory status of these TMDLs.  Revised modeling assumed compliance 
with the Se TMDLs that have been approved.  Also see Master Response SW-16 in regard to 
effects on San Joaquin River flows. 

L-25-25 
The comment states that because project implementation will be phased, San Joaquin River 
water quality and flows should be analyzed to show both incremental and long-term effects. See 
Master Responses CUM-1, SW-17, and SW-1. 
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L-25-26 
Reclamation believes the environmental analysis in the Final EIS supports the conclusions stated 
in all sections. Mitigation is described in Section 20 of the Final EIS. 

L-25-27 - 30 
See Master Response SW-16 in regard to effects on San Joaquin River flows.  No mitigation is 
proposed because the changes in flow due to the action alternatives are not significant compared 
to the No Action Alternative. 
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COMMENT L-26. MINASIAN, SPRUANCE, MEITH, SOARES & SEXTON, LLP 
(FOR VARIOUS WATER DISTRICTS), PAUL R. MINASIAN 
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Note:  The remainder of this submittal contains material that does not comment on the Draft EIS 
and therefore requires no response from Reclamation.  Because it is not comment material, it is 
not included in the Final EIS, but it will be included in the administrative record for this project 
and is available upon request. 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENT L-26 

L-26-1 
Economic impacts of estimated capital expenditures, as well as the cost of ongoing operation and 
maintenance for each alternative, are presented and discussed in Section 17. 

L-26-2 
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. 

L-26-3 
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. The requirement to repay the 
Federal government for the cost of constructing, maintaining, and operating drainage facilities is 
not considered an impact to farmers and landowners. Rather, it is a contractual condition 
required for drainage service to be provided. 

L-26-4 
Project repayment analyses will be conducted as a part of the Feasibility Study. Ability to pay 
will be assessed in accordance with Reclamation policy for water resource projects and direction 
from Congress. Impacts to agricultural production are presented in Section 12. Project costs, 
including mitigation costs, will be allocated and repaid according to project authorizing 
legislation and Reclamation policy. 

L-26-5 
The Westside planning period is much shorter than that for the SLDFR. In addition, the Westside 
Plan does not include lands in Westlands South and Central. 

L-26-6 
The Westside Regional Drainage Plan provides many of the same features as SLDFR for these 
areas with the exception of groundwater pumping, which is not part of the SLDFR. 

L-26-7 
See Response to Comment L-26-6.  Also, note that the Westside Regional Drainage Plan 
includes neither drainage service for all of Westlands nor final disposal for residual salts. 

L-26-8 
The Westside Regional Drainage Plan is consistent with the In-Valley Alternatives, and elements 
of the plan have been incorporated into the In-Valley/Water Needs Land Retirement Alternative. 
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L-26-9 
The comment is noted but does not address an issue relative to the adequacy of the EIS. 

L-26-10, 11 
Comment noted. No response necessary. 

L-26-12 
Phased construction of the In-Valley Alternatives is described in Appendix J. Additional details 
on project construction will be developed after publication of the Final EIS and Record of 
Decision. The construction schedule indicates facilities in the Northerly Area would be 
constructed first. 

L-26-13 
Irrigation water delivered by the San Luis Unit enters the aquifer as deep percolation past crop 
roots. The quality of the delivered water is significantly higher than local groundwater. In the 
drainage-impaired area, dissolution of soil salts and minerals, plant transpiration, and 
evaporation from the shallow water table are the primary factors producing poor quality 
groundwater. The Draft EIS notes that salinity trends in the City of Mendota Well No. 5 may be 
attributed to [eastward] movement of shallow, saline groundwater (see Sections 6.1 and 6.2.3). 

Note that the Draft EIS has a typographical error that incorrectly states shallow, saline 
groundwater impacting the Mendota well is moving in a “westward” direction (Sections 6.1 and 
6.2.3). The Final EIS has been revised to correctly state that groundwater movement is in an 
eastward direction. 

The Draft EIS analysis showed that water table and salinity conditions in the drainage study area 
are improved by the capture and control of subsurface drainage. Hence, the action alternatives 
considered represent a beneficial effect on groundwater and drinking supplies relative to the No 
Action Alternative and existing conditions. While planned drainage facilities will not affect poor 
quality groundwater that will have already moved past the influence of the drainage systems, the 
drainage systems will prevent the additional movement of poor quality shallow groundwater to 
the east.  

L-26-14 
See Master Response EC-3 in regard to repayment of project costs. The No Action Alternative 
describes the conditions that would exist if drainage service was not provided. 

L-26-15 
Phased construction of the In-Valley Alternatives is described in Appendix J. Additional details 
on project construction will be developed after publication of the Final EIS and Record of 
Decision. The construction schedule indicates facilities in the Northerly Area would be 
constructed first. 
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L-26-16 
See Master Response ALT-M1 in regard to project funding. 

 

 


